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THE EASTERN HALF OF THE SITE CONSISTING OF A MUNICIPAL/GENERAL REFUSE TYPE LANDFILL (APPROXIMATELY 15  
ACRES) AND THE WESTERN HALF OF THE SITE (APPROXIMATELY 5 ACRES) CHARACTERIZED BY DIVERSE DISPOSAL ACTIVITIES
INVOLVING INDUSTRIAL WASTES AS WELL AS RESIDUAL ASH FROM EARLIER INCINERATOR OPERATIONS.  DUE TO THE
DIFFERENCE IN THE COMPOSITION OF THE TWO AREAS, FURTHER INVESTIGATION (PHASE II) OF PRIMARILY THE WESTERN
PORTION OF THE SITE WAS CONDUCTED TO DELINEATE DISCRETE SOURCE AREAS.  IN ADDITION, FURTHER  
CHARACTERIZATION OF THE SITE WAS CONTINUED THROUGH USE OF THE PREVIOUSLY ESTABLISHED MONITORING NETWORK.

THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION DEFINED FOR EACH OF THE MEDIA SAMPLED DURING THE RI IS SUMMARIZED IN
THE FOLLOWING DISCUSSION.  ANY SPECIFIC CHARACTERISTICS ASSOCIATED WITH A MEDIUM ARE ALSO SUMMARIZED IN  THE
FOLLOWING DISCUSSION.

A.  SURFICIAL SOILS

THE SITE CAN BE DIVIDED INTO FIVE DISTINCTLY DIFFERENT SURFICIAL MATERIAL CLASSIFICATIONS.  (FIGURE 3)

   1. NATURAL MATERIALS.  CONSISTING OF FLOOD PLAIN DEPOSITS, STREAM
      CHANNEL DEPOSITS, AND GENERALLY UNDISTURBED AREAS AROUND THE
      PERIMETER OF THE SITE.

   2. MUNICIPAL LANDFILL COVER.  CONSISTING OF IMPORTED CLAY, SILTS
      AND GRAVELS AVERAGING APPROXIMATELY 2 FEET IN THICKNESS.

   3. MIXED LOAMY SOIL AND RUBBLE.  CONSISTING OF A MIXTURE OF LOAMY
      SOILS WITH SOME WASTE AND RUBBLE AVERAGING APPROXIMATELY 3 FEET
      IN THICKNESS.

   4. MIXED GRANULAR SOIL AND RUBBLE AND CLAY FILL.  CONSISTING OF
      GRAVELLY SOIL, RUBBLE, AND CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS DENSELY COMPACTED
      TO AN AVERAGE OF APPROXIMATELY 3 FEET THICK.

   5. EXPOSED WIRE WASTE AND MIXED SOIL.  CONSISTING OF WIRE WASTE AND
      SOIL WITH NO COVER MATERIALS PRESENT.

THE RANGES OF CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS FOUND WITHIN THE SURFICIAL SOILS IS PRESENTED IN FIGURE 4.  THE
ORGANIC COMPOUNDS WERE INTERMITTENTLY PRESENT AT THE SPECIFIC ON-SITE SAMPLING LOCATIONS. ORGANIC
CONTAMINANTS WERE DETECTED PRIMARILY ON THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE, REFLECTING THE MIXED AND RANDOM
NATURE OF DISPOSAL WITHIN THIS AREA.  THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL COVER ON THE EASTERN PORTION OF THE SITE   DOES
NOT PRESENT A SOURCE OF ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS.

THE INORGANIC COMPOUNDS DETECTED IN THE SURFICIAL SOILS WERE ARSENIC, ANTIMONY, CADMIUM, COPPER, AND LEAD. 
CADMIUM IS ASSOCIATED ONLY WITH THE WIRE DISPOSAL AREA.  ARSENIC IS MOST PREVALENT IN THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL
COVER MATERIAL AND WAS PROBABLY IN THE MATERIAL APPLIED AS A COVER.  BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS OF LEAD AND
ANTIMONY WERE GREATER THAN THOSE FOUND ON-SITE.

B.  SUBSURFACE MATERIALS

FIVE GENERAL SUBSURFACE AREAS WERE DELINEATED AT THE SITE (FIGURE 5). THE WASTE TYPES IN THESE AREAS ARE
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

   1. MUNICIPAL LANDFILL PAPER, PLASTIC, AND OTHER HOUSEHOLD WASTES
      MIXED WITH SOIL.

   2. FORMER PIT AREA DRUMS AND INDUSTRIAL LIQUID WASTES.

   3. INCINERATOR WASTE CINDERS AND CHARRED METAL PIECES.

   4. GENERAL INDUSTRIAL WASTE PAPER, PLASTIC, RUBBER MATERIALS,
      LIQUID WASTES AND DRUMS.

   5. EXPOSED WIRE WASTE  LOOSE, LOAMY SOIL WITH SMALL PIECES OF WIRE
      INSULATION.  CRUSHED DRUMS AT DEPTH.

RANGES OF CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS FOR EACH SUBSURFACE AREA ARE INCLUDED IN FIGURE 6.  TWO REGIONS OF HIGH



ORGANIC CONTAMINATION OCCUR: ONE CENTERED OVER THE FORMER PIT AREA AND ONE OVER THE CENTRAL PORTION   OF THE
GENERAL INDUSTRIAL WASTE REGION.  THESE REGIONS EXHIBIT HIGH CONCENTRATIONS OF VOLATILES, ACIDS AND
BASE/NEUTRAL TYPE COMPOUNDS.

C.    GROUNDWATER HYDROGEOLOGY AND QUALITY

THREE UNCONSOLIDATED AQUIFERS WITH INTERVENING LOW PERMEABILITY LAYERS HAVE BEEN DELINEATED AT THE SITE:  A
DEEP, INTERMEDIATE AND UPPER AQUIFER (FIGURE 7A AND 7B).

THE DEEP AQUIFER CONSISTS OF COARSE SAND AND GRAVEL OUTWASH AND IS OVERLAIN AND POSSIBLY UNDERLAIN BY TILL
CONFINING LAYERS.  VERY LITTLE HORIZONTAL GROUNDWATER FLOW OCCURS WITHIN THE UNIT, AND IT IS CONFINED WITH
LITTLE OR NO HYDRAULIC CONNECTION TO THE MAUMEE RIVER OR OVERLYING AQUIFER.  HIGHER PIEZOMETRIC LEVELS WERE
MEASURED IN THE LOWER AQUIFER AS COMPARED TO THE INTERMEDIATE AQUIFER AND IN THE INTERMEDIATE AS   COMPARED
TO THE UPPER AQUIFER.  THIS INDICATES A STRONG POTENTIAL FOR UPWARD FLOW FROM BOTH THE LOWER AND INTERMEDIATE
AQUIFERS TO THE UPPER AQUIFER.

THE INTERMEDIATE AQUIFER CONSISTS OF FINE TO MEDIUM GRAINED SANDY OUTWASH AND IS PARTIALLY CONFINED BY AN
OVERLYING TILL UNIT ON A MAJOR PORTION OF THE SITE (FROM THE WESTERN BOUNDARY THROUGH MOST OF THE MUNICIPAL
LANDFILL).  ON THE FAR EASTERN PORTION OF THE SITE, THE INTERMEDIATE AQUIFER HAS DIRECT HYDRAULIC CONNECTION
WITH THE UPPER AQUIFER UNIT.  ON THIS EASTERN PORTION OF THE SITE, SOME INTERMEDIATE   AQUIFER FLOW
CONTRIBUTES TO UPPER AQUIFER FLOW PRIOR TO DISCHARGING TO THE MAUMEE RIVER.  THE GENERAL FLOW DIRECTION OF
THE INTERMEDIATE UNIT IS NORTHEAST TOWARD THE MAUMEE RIVER (FIGURE 8).

THE UPPER OR SURFICIAL AQUIFER CONSISTS OF ALLUVIAL AND LACUSTRINE DEPOSITS AND IS UNDERLAIN BY A TILL UNIT
FROM THE WESTERN BOUNDARY THROUGH MOST OF THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL.  GROUNDWATER FLOW IS GENERALLY NORTH AND
NORTHEAST TOWARD THE MAUMEE RIVER AND HERBER DRAIN WITH ALL GROUNDWATER FLOW DISCHARGING TO THE MAUMEE RIVER
(FIGURE 9). GROUNDWATER SEEPS WERE OBSERVED DURING THE RI ALONG THE RIVER BANK IN THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE
SITE.  THESE SEEPS WERE EXPOSED OR COVERED DEPENDING ON THE RIVER STAGE, AND ARE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE
GROUNDWATER TABLE.

THE TOTAL GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE FROM THE SITE (THROUGH THE UPPER AQUIFER) TO THE RIVER IS ESTIMATED AT 2 TO 5
GALLONS PER MINUTE.  THE HORIZONTAL HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY OF THE SURFICIAL AQUIFER RANGES FROM 4.5 X 10-5
CM/SEC TO 6.3 X 10-3 CM/SEC.

THE CONTAMINANT DISTRIBUTION IN THE AQUIFER SYSTEM AT THE SITE IS LIMITED TO THE UPPER AQUIFER.  SAMPLES
TAKEN FROM THE INTERMEDIATE AND LOWER AQUIFERS DID NOT INDICATE THE PRESENCE OF CONTAMINATION.  TOTAL  
ORGANIC CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS FOR GROUNDWATER IN THE SURFICIAL AQUIFER AND GROUNDWATER SEEPS ARE GIVEN
IN FIGURE 10.  THE MAJOR CONSTITUENTS OF THE TOTAL ORGANIC CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS ARE 2,4-DIMETHYL
PHENOL, CHLOROBENZENE, BENZENE, METHYLENE CHLORIDE, AND XYLENES.

SAMPLES DRAWN FROM WELL CH-04S CONTAINED A PRODUCT-LIKE MATERIAL.  THIS MATERIAL WAS SIMILAR TO THAT FOUND IN
TEST PIT SAMPLES FROM THE FORMER PIT AREA, DIRECTLY UPGRADIENT FROM THE WELL.  THE SIMILARITIES IN
COMPOSITION OF CONTAMINANTS BETWEEN THE FORMER PIT AREA AND WELL CH-04S INDICATE A DIRECT RELEASE FROM THE
FORMER PIT AREA HAS OCCURRED.

D.  SURFACE WATER QUALITY

AN INVESTIGATION OF HERBER DRAIN WAS CONDUCTED TO EVALUATE THE POTENTIAL FOR DIRECT SURFACE WATER
CONTAMINATION FROM THE SITE.  SAMPLE LOCATIONS WERE SELECTED TO PROVIDE COMPARATIVE OFF-SITE (BACKGROUND)  
SAMPLES, AND AS MUCH AREAL COVERAGE AS PRACTICABLE.  LOCATIONS WERE IDENTIFIED ON VISUAL OBSERVATIONS AND
PROXIMITY TO FILL AREAS.  THE MARSHY AREA IN THE MIDDLE OF THE SITE WAS ALSO SAMPLED AS THIS LOCATION   WOULD
BE REPRESENTATIVE OF RUNOFF FROM THE LANDFILL (FIGURE 11).

THE BACKGROUND SAMPLE COLLECTED IN HERBER DRAIN AND THE SAMPLE FROM THE MARSHY AREA CONTAINED INSIGNIFICANT
AMOUNTS OF ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS. ONLY TRACE AMOUNTS OF VOLATILE AND ACID COMPOUNDS WERE DETECTED IN THE
SAMPLES COLLECTED FROM HERBER DRAIN ADJACENT TO THE SITE.  THE INORGANIC ANALYSES SHOWED NO SIGNIFICANT
INCREASE OVER BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS FOR THE SAMPLES COLLECTED IN HERBER DRAIN AND THE MARSHY AREA.

A DISCUSSION ON MAUMEE RIVER QUALITY IS PRESENTED IN THE SECTION "SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS".

E.  SEDIMENT QUALITY

AN INVESTIGATION OF SEDIMENT QUALITY NEAR THE SITE WAS INCLUDED AS A PART OF THE RI.  THE PRIMARY PURPOSE OF



THE INVESTIGATION WAS TO COLLECT DATA TO ALLOW A COMPARISON OF SEDIMENT QUALITY ADJACENT TO AND DOWNSTREAM
FROM THE SITE IN RELATION TO SEDIMENT QUALITY UPSTREAM FROM THE SITE.  THEREFORE, SEDIMENT SAMPLES WERE
COLLECTED FROM ZONES OF APPARENT DEPOSITION UPSTREAM, ADJACENT TO AND DOWNSTREAM OF THE SITE.  FIGURE 12
SHOWS THE VARIOUS SEDIMENT SAMPLING LOCATIONS.  MAUMEE RIVER LOCATIONS WERE 12 TO 15 FEET FROM THE RIVER BANK
WHILE GROUNDWATER SEEP LOCATIONS WERE PART OF THE RIVER BANK.  HERBER DRAIN LOCATIONS WERE   PRIMARILY
MID-CHANNEL.

THE SAMPLING RESULTS INDICATED THE PRESENCE OF CONTAMINANTS IN THE SEDIMENTS (TABLES 1, 2 AND 3).  THE
CONTAMINANTS FOUND AT ELEVATED LEVELS (ABOVE BACKGROUND) IN HERBER DRAIN ARE NOT RELATED TO THE SITE. THE
CONTAMINANTS DETECTED IN HERBER DRAIN WERE NOT DETECTED IN THE SURFACE SOILS OR GROUNDWATER IN THE EASTERN
PORTION OF THE SITE, THE MOST PROBABLE ON-SITE SOURCE AREA FOR HERBER DRAIN.  THE CONTAMINANTS PRESENT IN
HERBER DRAIN ARE PROBABLY DUE TO THE BACKWASH OF MAUMEE RIVER SEDIMENT DURING HIGH RIVER STAGES.

AS PREVIOUSLY STATED, THE SITE IS LOCATED IN AN AREA OF NUMEROUS POINT (I.E., WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT) AND
NONPOINT SOURCES (I.E., ABANDONED LANDFILLS).  THESE ADDITIONAL SOURCES MADE IT VERY DIFFICULT TO ESTABLISH A
CLEAR RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE SITE AND THE CONTAMINANT LEVELS IN THE MAUMEE RIVER SEDIMENTS, ESPECIALLY WHEN
THE CONTAMINANT LEVELS IN THE MAUMEE RIVER AND GROUNDWATER SEEP SEDIMENTS ADJACENT TO THE SITE WERE NOT
SUBSTANTIALLY DIFFERENT THAN THE CONTAMINANT LEVELS IN THE MAUMEE RIVER SEDIMENTS UPSTREAM FROM THE SITE
(TABLE 4).

A DETAILED DISCUSSION OF MAUMEE RIVER AND GROUNDWATER SEEP SEDIMENTS AND THE ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH
ADDRESSING CONTAMINATION IN THE MAUMEE RIVER AND GROUNDWATER SEEP SEDIMENTS NEAR THE SITE WAS PRESENTED IN
APPENDIX G OF THE FS.  THE SPECIFIC ISSUES DISCUSSED IN APPENDIX G ARE:

      *    BACKGROUND CONDITIONS
      *    CAUSE AND EFFECT
      *    ACTION LEVELS
      *    BENEFITS ACHIEVED BY SITE REMEDIATION

BASED ON THE INFORMATION PRESENTED IN APPENDIX G OF THE FS, ADDRESSING THE MAUMEE RIVER AND GROUNDWATER SEEP
SEDIMENTS ADJACENT TO THE SITE WAS NOT ESTABLISHED AS A REMEDIAL ACTION GOAL FOR THE SITE.

#SSR
V. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

A BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT WAS PERFORMED FOR THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE AS PART OF THE RI APPENDIX B OF
THE RI REPORT).  THE RISK ASSESSMENT IDENTIFIED AND EVALUATED POTENTIAL HUMAN HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL
THREATS FROM THE SITE UNDER THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE ASSUMES THAT NO REMEDIAL
ACTIONS (INCLUDING INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS) WILL OCCUR.

THE BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT INCLUDED THE FOLLOWING:

      *    IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL CHEMICALS OF CONCERN
      *    TOXICITY ASSESSMENT
      *    EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT
      *    RISK CHARACTERIZATION

A.  POTENTIAL CHEMICALS OF CONCERN

NINETY-ONE CHEMICALS WERE DETECTED IN SAMPLES COLLECTED DURING THE RI. THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE CHEMICALS AT
THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE ARE SUMMARIZED BY MEDIA IN TABLE 5.  IT WAS NOT FEASIBLE TO INCLUDE ALL OF
THESE CHEMICALS IN THE RISK ASSESSMENT.  THEREFORE, POTENTIAL CHEMICALS OF CONCERN WERE SELECTED TO REPRESENT
THE HAZARDS THE SITE MAY POSE TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

CHEMICALS OF CONCERN WERE SELECTED IN THE FOLLOWING MANNER.  FIRST, ALL CHEMICALS WITH CRITICAL TOXICITY
VALUES WERE SELECTED IF THEY WERE DETECTED IN A MEDIA TO WHICH EXPOSURE COULD OCCUR.  SECOND, ADDITIONAL  
CHEMICALS WERE SELECTED IF THEY WERE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SITE (ACROSS MEDIA) OR REPRESENTED A SIGNIFICANT
CONTAMINANT SOURCE.  TABLE 6 LISTS THE FORTY-THREE CHEMICALS SELECTED AS POTENTIAL CHEMICALS OF CONCERN FOR
THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE.

B.  TOXICITY ASSESSMENT

THE TOXICITY ASSESSMENT FOR THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE SUMMARIZED THE TOXICOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE



SELECTED POTENTIAL CHEMICALS OF CONCERN, THE CRITICAL TOXICITY VALUES (I.E., CANCER POTENCY FACTOR OR  
REFERENCE DOSE), AND THE RISK ESTIMATION METHODOLOGY.

C.  EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

IN THE EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT, THE POTENTIAL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS BY WHICH HUMANS AND WILDLIFE COULD COME INTO
CONTACT WITH CONTAMINANTS FROM THE SITE WERE EVALUATED.  EXPOSURE PATHWAYS WERE CONSIDERED FOR BOTH CURRENT
AND FUTURE LAND USE CONDITIONS.

A COMPLETE EXPOSURE PATHWAY HAS FIVE ELEMENTS:

      *    A CONTAMINANT SOURCE
      *    A MECHANISM FOR CONTAMINANT RELEASE
      *    AN ENVIRONMENTAL TRANSPORT MEDIUM
      *    AN EXPOSURE POINT
      *    A ROUTE OF EXPOSURE.

FIGURE 13 SHOWS EACH OF THE POTENTIAL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS IN RELATION TO THE FIVE EXPOSURE PATHWAY ELEMENTS AND
THE POTENTIALLY EXPOSED POPULATIONS.  SOME OF THESE POTENTIAL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS CAN BE CONSIDERED MINOR IN
TERMS OF EITHER THE POTENTIAL FOR RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS OR THE LIKELIHOOD FOR EXPOSURE TO OCCUR.  FOR
EXAMPLE, THE POTENTIAL AIRBORNE RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS FROM THE SITE SURFACE IS LOW. THE COVER ON THE SITE
LIMITS RELEASE, AND THE MECHANISM FOR RELEASE IS LIMITED TO WIND BLOWN EROSION.  CONSEQUENTLY, EXPOSURES
ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PATHWAY ARE MINOR.  SIMILARLY, THE GROUNDWATER IS NOT CONSIDERED A POTENTIAL WATER
SUPPLY SOURCE.  LIMITED GROUNDWATER YIELD EXCLUDES THIS AQUIFER'S USE AS A WATER SUPPLY SOURCE ON-SITE. A
MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY IS AVAILABLE OR COULD BE READILY OBTAINED FROM THE CITY OF FORT WAYNE (THE CITY OF
FORT WAYNE OBTAINS THEIR WATER SUPPLY FROM THE ST. JOSEPH RIVER).  THE INDIVIDUAL PRIVATE WELLS IN THE AREA
ARE UPGRADIENT FROM THE SITE AND THE MAUMEE RIVER IS NOT USED AS A WATER SUPPLY IN THE SITE'S AREA. 
THEREFORE, GROUNDWATER DISCHARGING TO THE MAUMEE RIVER CAN NOT BE ASSOCIATED WITH A DRINKING WATER EXPOSURE
PATHWAY.

THE MAJOR EXPOSURE PATHWAYS IDENTIFIED FOR THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE ARE SHOWN IN FIGURE 14.  THESE
EXPOSURE PATHWAYS CAN BE DIVIDED INTO TWO MAJOR CATEGORIES:

      *    EXPOSURES ASSOCIATED WITH THE MIGRATION OF CONTAMINANTS TO THE MAUMEE RIVER
      *    EXPOSURE ASSOCIATED WITH USE OF THE SITE

CONTAMINANTS CAN MIGRATE TO THE MAUMEE RIVER THROUGH THE FOLLOWING MECHANISMS:  THE LEACHING OF CONTAMINANTS
FROM THE BURIED WASTES INTO SHALLOW GROUNDWATER AND THE SUBSEQUENT DISCHARGE OF THE GROUNDWATER TO THE MAUMEE
RIVER; SURFACE WATER RUN OFF DURING PRECIPITATION EVENTS CAN CARRY CONTAMINANTS EXPOSED AT THE SITE SURFACE
TO THE RIVER; AND FLOOD EVENTS MAY WASH OUT CONTAMINANTS FROM THE SITE AND CARRY THEM TO THE RIVER.  A
CONTINUAL RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS THROUGH GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE TO THE RIVER WOULD PRESENT THE MOST
SIGNIFICANT SOURCE OF RISK.

THE RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS TO THE MAUMEE RIVER CAN RESULT IN THE DIRECT EXPOSURE OF AQUATIC ORGANISM TO THE
CONTAMINANTS.  THE CONTAMINANTS MAY ALSO PARTITION TO THE SEDIMENTS WHERE BENTHIC (BOTTOM DWELLING) ORGANISMS
AND BOTTOM FEEDING FISH CAN COME INTO CONTACT WITH THE CONTAMINANTS.  PEOPLE OR WILDLIFE WHO CONSUME AQUATIC
ORGANISM MAY BE EXPOSED TO THE CONTAMINANTS (I.E., FOOD CHAIN EFFECTS).  EXPOSURE MAY ALSO OCCUR TO PEOPLE
WHO COME INTO CONTACT WITH RIVER WATER THROUGH RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES SUCH AS SWIMMING.

PEOPLE CAN ALSO BE EXPOSED TO CONTAMINANTS THROUGH ACTIVITIES THAT BRING THEM INTO DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE
CONTAMINANTS ON-SITE.  THESE ACTIVITIES INCLUDE:  TRESPASSING ON THE SITE; CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN
AS PART OF FUTURE SITE DEVELOPMENT; AND EXPOSURE OF FUTURE SITE OCCUPANTS TO CONTAMINANTS LEFT EXPOSED FROM
SITE DEVELOPMENT. RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL USE OF THE SITE IS CONSIDERED POSSIBLE, HOWEVER, RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT IS LESS LIKELY GIVEN THE CURRENT COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL LAND USAGE OF THE SURROUNDING
PROPERTY.

ONCE THE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS ARE IDENTIFIED, THE NEXT STEP IN THE EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT IS EXPOSURE ESTIMATION. 
AN ESTIMATION OF EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINANTS REQUIRES TWO ITEMS:  CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS IN THE MEDIA AT THE
POINT OF EXPOSURE (EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATION) AND AN ESTIMATE OF THE INTAKE OF THE MEDIA (MEDIA INTAKE
RATES).

EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS CAN BE ESTIMATED BY DIRECT MEASUREMENT AT A POINT OF CONTACT OR BY MODELING
CONTAMINANT RELEASE AND TRANSPORT TO THE EXPOSURE POINT.  THE EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT FOR THE FORT WAYNE  



REDUCTION SITE USED BOTH OF THESE APPROACHES.

FOR EXPOSURES OCCURRING TO CONTAMINATED MEDIA ON-SITE (I.E., SURFACE SOILS, SUBSURFACE MATERIALS AND
GROUNDWATER SEEPS AND THE ASSOCIATED SEDIMENTS), THE HIGHEST CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS DETECTED (IN THE  
APPROPRIATE MEDIA) WERE USED TO REPRESENT THE HIGH EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS.  MEDIAN EXPOSURE POINT
CONCENTRATIONS WERE ESTIMATED WHEREVER POSSIBLE.  IN SEVERAL INSTANCES, HOWEVER, THE LOW FREQUENCY OF  
DETECTION OF A CHEMICAL DID NOT ALLOW ESTIMATION OF A MEDIAN EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATION.

A SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT APPROACH WAS TAKEN FOR EXPOSURES AT THE MAUMEE RIVER.  FIRST, CONTAMINANT LOADINGS FROM
THE SITE WERE CALCULATED FROM THE DETECTED GROUNDWATER AND GROUNDWATER SEEP CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS
ON-SITE.  MAUMEE RIVER CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS WERE THEN PROJECTED FROM THE SITE'S CONTAMINANT LOADINGS. 
THIS APPROACH ALLOWED THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE FROM THE SITE AND THE EFFECT OF THAT
DISCHARGE ON THE RIVER TO BE EVALUATED.  THIS TYPE OF APPROACH IS CONSISTENT WITH STATE OF INDIANA
REGULATIONS REGARDING WATER QUALITY STANDARDS AND IS TYPICALLY USED UNDER THE NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE
ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) TO ESTABLISH DISCHARGE LIMITS.  THE LONG-TERM EFFECT OF A DISCHARGE ON A RIVER'S
WATER QUALITY IS BASED ON MINIMUM DILUTION WHICH IS REPRESENTED BY THE LOWEST SEVEN CONSECUTIVE DAY FLOW
OCCURRING STATISTICALLY ONCE EVERY 10 YEARS (Q7-10) IN A SPECIFIC REACH OF THE RIVER.  USING MINIMUM DILUTION
ENSURES MAXIMUM PROTECTION IS PROVIDED FOR THE AQUATIC COMMUNITY.  IN ADDITION, THE USE OF A RIVER'S 50TH
PERCENTILE OR MEDIAN FLOW (Q50%) HAS BEEN ESTABLISHED FOR EVALUATING THE EFFECT OF A DISCHARGE ON A RIVER'S
WATER QUALITY IN RELATION TO HUMAN CONSUMPTION OF FISH.  THEREFORE, MAUMEE RIVER   CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS
NEAR THE SITE WERE PROJECTED UNDER THE FOLLOWING TWO SETTINGS:  A MIXING ZONE OF 50% OF THE Q7-10 FLOW AND A
MIXING ZONE OF 25% OF THE Q50% FLOW. TABLES 7A AND 7B PRESENT THE PROJECTED MAUMEE RIVER CONTAMINANT
CONCENTRATIONS NEAR THE SITE DUE TO THE SITE'S GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE.  UPSTREAM CONTAMINANT CONTRIBUTIONS
WERE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT WHEN ASSESSING THE RISK ASSOCIATED WITH THE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS.

TABLES 8 AND 9 PRESENT THE EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS AND MEDIA INTAKE RATES USED IN THE RISK ASSESSMENT
RESPECTIVELY.

D.  RISK CHARACTERIZATION

THIS PORTION OF THE RISK ASSESSMENT EVALUATED THE VARIOUS EXPOSURE PATHWAYS AND IDENTIFIED, BY MEDIA, THE
POTENTIAL RISKS TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE'S CONTAMINANTS.  THE EASTERN
(MUNICIPAL LANDFILL) PORTION OF THE SITE WAS DETERMINED NOT TO POSE A RISK TO HUMAN HEALTH OR THE
ENVIRONMENT.  CONTAMINANT LEVELS IN THE SURFACE SOILS OF THIS AREA WERE BELOW LEVELS INDICATING A DIRECT  
CONTACT THREAT.  THE SITE HISTORY AND THE SITE'S WASTE DISPOSAL  PRACTICES INDICATE THAT THE VAST MAJORITY OF
WASTE DISPOSED IN THIS PORTION OF THE SITE WAS MUNICIPAL REFUSE, THOUGH MINIMAL AMOUNTS OF HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS MAY HAVE BEEN DISPOSED OF WITHIN THE LANDFILL.  THIS INFORMATION, PLUS THE GROUNDWATER MONITORING
DATA, INDICATE THAT NO CURRENT THREAT TO THE MAUMEE RIVER EXISTS FROM THE GROUNDWATER  DISCHARGING TO THE
RIVER.

UNDER CURRENT SITE CONDITIONS, DIRECT CONTACT BY TRESPASSERS TO EXPOSED CONTAMINANTS IN THE SURFICIAL SOILS
ON THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE, ESPECIALLY THE WIRE DISPOSAL AREA, IS A CONCERN.  THE PRIMARY  
CONTAMINANT OF CONCERN IS LEAD.  INADVERTENT INGESTION OF GROUNDWATER SEEPS ALONG THE BANKS OF THE RIVER IS
ALSO A CONCERN BECAUSE OF THE HEAVY METALS, PHENOLIC COMPOUNDS, AND XYLENE PRESENT IN THE SEEPS.

IF THE SITE IS DEVELOPED, EXPOSURE TO THE WASTES CURRENTLY BURIED IN THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE COULD
OCCUR.  CONTAMINANTS ARE PRESENT IN THE SUBSURFACE AT CONCENTRATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH POTENTIAL HEALTH  
EFFECTS, ESPECIALLY NEAR THE FORMER PIT AND GENERAL INDUSTRIAL WASTE AREAS.  CHEMICALS OF CONCERN INCLUDE
PHTHALATES, HEAVY METALS, PHENOLIC COMPOUNDS, POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBS), POLYCYCLIC AROMATIC  
HYDROCARBONS (PAHS), AND VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOCS).

THE POTENTIAL FOR AQUATIC EFFECTS AS A RESULT OF THE CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER DISCHARGING TO THE MAUMEE RIVER
EXISTS.  PROJECTED CONTAMINANT LEVELS IN THE RIVER (AFTER THE MIXING OF GROUNDWATER WITH RIVER WATER) DO NOT
EXCEED THE CHRONIC STATE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS FOR THE PROTECTION OF AQUATIC ORGANISMS.  THE CONCENTRATIONS
OF CONTAMINANTS IN THE GROUNDWATER AND GROUNDWATER SEEPS DO HOWEVER, EXCEED ACUTE STATE  WATER QUALITY
STANDARDS FOR THE PROTECTION OF AQUATIC ORGANISMS AT THE POINT OF DISCHARGE INTO THE RIVER FOR SEVERAL
METALS, PHENOLIC COMPOUNDS, AND VOCS.  THE RELEASE OF CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER TO THE RIVER APPEARS TO BE
CONTINUOUS AND THE TEST PIT EVALUATION INDICATES WASTE MATERIALS, ESPECIALLY FROM THE FORMER PIT AND GENERAL
INDUSTRIAL WASTE AREAS, ARE POTENTIAL SOURCE AREAS FOR FUTURE RELEASES.

THE PROJECTED RIVER CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS AFTER MIXING ARE LOWER THAN LEVELS ASSOCIATED WITH ADVERSE
HEALTH EFFECTS FROM SWIMMING OR FISH CONSUMPTION.



TABLE 10 SUMMARIZES THE RISK CHARACTERIZATION FOR THE SITE.

#AD
VI. ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT

A.  REMEDIAL ACTION GOALS

THE NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN (NCP) (40 CFR PART 300) AND CERCLA, AS AMENDED BY SARA ESTABLISH THE REMEDIAL
ACTION OBJECTIVES FOR THE SITE. IN EVALUATING THE FINDINGS OF THE RI AND THE RISK ASSESSMENT, THE  FOLLOWING
MEDIA ON THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE WERE IDENTIFIED AS PRESENTING EITHER AN EXISTING OR A POTENTIAL
FUTURE UNACCEPTABLE PUBLIC HEALTH OR ENVIRONMENTAL RISK AT THE SITE:

      *    SURFACE SOILS
      *    SUBSURFACE SOILS/WASTES
      *    GROUNDWATER/GROUNDWATER SEEPS

THEREFORE, THE FOLLOWING WERE IDENTIFIED AS THE SPECIFIC REMEDIAL ACTION GOALS FOR THE SITE:

      *    SURFACE SOIL--TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF PUBLIC
           HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT BY LIMITING DIRECT CONTACT WITH,
           AND EROSION OF, ON-SITE SURFACE SOILS IN THE WESTERN PORTION
           OF THE SITE.

      *    SUBSURFACE SOILS/WASTES--TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF
           PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT BY LIMITED DIRECT CONTACT
           WITH, AND FUTURE RELEASES TO THE MAUMEE RIVER FROM THE
           SUBSURFACE SOILS AND WASTES IN THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE.

      *    GROUNDWATER/GROUNDWATER SEEPS--TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE
           PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT BY LIMITING
           DISCHARGE OF, AND DIRECT CONTACT WITH, GROUNDWATER/GROUND
           WATER SEEPS IN THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE.

      *    MUNICIPAL LANDFILL--SINCE NO UNACCEPTABLE PUBLIC HEALTH OR
           ENVIRONMENTAL RISK HAS BEEN ASSOCIATED WITH THIS AREA, THE
           REMEDIAL ACTION GOALS ARE TO ENSURE FUTURE MIGRATION OF
           GROUNDWATER WILL NOT PRESENT A THREAT TO THE RIVER AND
           ADEQUATE COVER IS PRESENT TO PREVENT EROSION RESULTING IN A
           DIRECT CONTACT THREAT OR WASHOUT OF THE WASTES TO THE RIVER.

CONSISTENT WITH THE REMEDIAL ACTION GOALS, THREE OPERABLE UNITS WERE DEVELOPED FOR THE SITE:  THE SOIL ON THE
WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE, THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL AND GROUNDWATER.

B.  TECHNOLOGY SCREENING

APPROPRIATE REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES AND PROCESS OPTIONS WERE SCREENED IN THE FS.  THE GOAL OF THE SCREENING WAS
TO SIMPLIFY THE SELECTION OF TECHNOLOGIES AND PROCESS OPTIONS ASSEMBLED INTO ALTERNATIVES WITHOUT   LIMITING
FLEXIBILITY DURING REMEDIAL DESIGN.  THE SCREENING CRITERIA INCLUDED:  EFFECTIVENESS; IMPLEMENTABILITY; AND
RELATIVE CAPITAL AND OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS.  DURING THE SCREENING PROCESS, PRIMARY FOCUS WAS ON THE
EFFECTIVENESS AND IMPLEMENTABILITY OF THE REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES AND PROCESS OPTIONS, WITH LESS FOCUS ON THE
RELATIVE CAPITAL AND OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS.

C.  ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT

USING THE ESTABLISHED REMEDIAL ACTION GOALS, THOSE REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES AND PROCESS OPTIONS REMAINING FROM
THE SCREENING PROCESS WERE ASSEMBLED INTO REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES.  IN GENERAL, A RANGE OF REMEDIAL
ALTERNATIVES WERE DEVELOPED.  THIS RANGE INCLUDED TO THE EXTENT FEASIBLE:

        *    A NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

        *    A CONTAINMENT ALTERNATIVE INVOLVING LITTLE OR NO TREATMENT OF CONTAMINANTS

        *    TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES RANGING FROM ONE THAT ELIMINATES THE



             NEED FOR LONG-TERM MANAGEMENT, TO ONE THAT SIGNIFICANTLY AND
             PERMANENTLY REDUCES THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME OF CONTAMINANTS.

BASED ON THIS GENERAL ARRAY, REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE WERE ASSEMBLED TO
PROGRESS FROM ADDRESSING GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION ALONE TO MORE COMPLEX COMBINATIONS ADDRESSING SURFACE AND
SUBSURFACE SOILS IN ADDITION TO GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION.

#SCR
VII. SITE SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS

AN EXPLANATION OF A FEW SITE SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS IS NEEDED INITIALLY TO PROVIDE A MORE COMPLETE
UNDERSTANDING OF SITE CONDITIONS AND/OR SIMPLIFY THE ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS.  A DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE
FOLLOWING SITE SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS WILL BE PROVIDED PRIOR TO PRESENTING THE ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS:

        *    FLOOD PROTECTION AND WETLANDS
        *    ACCESS RESTRICTIONS
        *    DETERMINATION OF RISK-BASED AREAS FOR EXCAVATION

A.   FLOOD PROTECTION AND WETLANDS

AS INDICATED PREVIOUSLY, A PORTION OF THE SITE LIES WITHIN THE 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN AND TWO WETLANDS ARE
LOCATED ADJACENT TO THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL.  THEREFORE, PROVIDING ADEQUATE FLOOD PROTECTION AND PROTECTING
WETLANDS IS AN ESSENTIAL COMPONENT OF THE REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE.

THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR THE SITE NEED TO ADDRESS PROPER FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT AND THE PROTECTION OF
WETLANDS.  THE FOLLOWING GUIDELINES WERE CONSIDERED IN DEVELOPING THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES:

        *    WORK IN THE FLOOD PLAIN SHOULD NOT OBSTRUCT OR ADVERSELY
             AFFECT THE EFFICIENCY OF THE FLOODWAY.

        *    SCHEDULED WORK IN THE FLOODPLAIN SHOULD BE PLANNED FOR
             TIMES WHEN FLOODING IS LEAST EXPECTED.

        *    WORK IN AND ADVERSE IMPACTS TO THE WETLANDS SHOULD BE
             AVOIDED WHERE POSSIBLE.

1.   FLOOD PROTECTION

THE PRIMARY OBJECTIVE OF FLOOD PROTECTION AT THE SITE IS PROTECTING THE LANDFILL EMBANKMENT FROM RIVER SCOUR
DURING FLOOD EVENTS.  SEVERAL MEASURES WERE CONSIDERED FOR MINIMIZING FLOOD DAMAGE. THESE MEASURES   WERE:

        *    CONSTRUCTION OF AN EARTH BERM TO PREVENT FLOOD WATERS FROM
             INUNDATING AREAS WHERE WASTE IS BURIED.

        *    PLACEMENT OF RIP-RAP FROM THE RIVER CHANNEL TO THE 100-YEAR FLOOD LEVEL.

BOTH THESE MEASURES WERE REJECTED BECAUSE THEY WOULD EITHER CAUSE SEVERE ENCROACHMENT ON THE FLOODWAY OR
DESTROY APPROXIMATELY 1-ACRE OF WETLANDS.

THE PROPOSED FLOOD PROTECTION MEASURE IS TO GRADE THE EXISTING SITE EMBANKMENT TO A MAXIMUM ONE VERTICAL TO
THREE HORIZONTAL SLOPE, ESTABLISH VEGETATION, AND INSTALL EROSION MATS FROM THE TOP OF THE EMBANKMENT TO
BEYOND THE TOE.  CONSTRUCTION WOULD BE FOLLOWED BY BIANNUAL INSPECTIONS AND PERIODIC MAINTENANCE TO ENSURE
THE INTEGRITY OF THE EMBANKMENT.  THE RECOMMENDED METHOD OF FLOOD PROTECTION HAS BEEN DISCUSSED WITH THE
INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES (IDNR) AND THE ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS (ACOE).  BOTH OF THESE
AGENCIES HAVE A MAJOR INTEREST IN FLOOD CONTROL ON THE MAUMEE RIVER AND DESIGN CRITERIA FOR  CONSTRUCTION IN
THE 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN.

THE PROPOSED FLOOD PROTECTION MEASURE IS IMPLEMENTABLE AT THE SITE. MINIMAL ALTERATION OF THE FLOODWAY NEAR
THE SITE, WITH NO ALTERATION OF THE ORDINARY FLOODWAY, WILL OCCUR.

A SECONDARY OBJECTIVE OF FLOOD PROTECTION AT THE SITE IS PREVENTING SHORT-TERM EFFECTS SUCH AS:  THE RELEASE
OF CONTAMINANTS TO THE MAUMEE RIVER AND A DECREASE IN THE PROGRESS OF WORK DURING THE CONSTRUCTION  PHASE. 
THE SITE IS NOT IMPACTED BY THE RIVER FOR FLOWS AT OR BELOW THE ORDINARY HIGH RIVER ELEVATION.  THE FLAT



SHELF OF LAND NORTH OF THE SITE EMBANKMENT IS SUBJECT TO FLOODING, ESPECIALLY DURING THE MONTHS FROM NOVEMBER
THROUGH JUNE.  THEREFORE, CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES IN THIS LOW-LYING AREA WILL BE SCHEDULED AROUND THESE
FLOOD-PRONE MONTHS.

2.   PROTECTION OF WETLANDS

PROTECTION OF THE WETLANDS ABUTTING THE EMBANKMENT OF THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL WILL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY
PREVENTING RUNOFF AND SEDIMENT FROM ENTERING THESE AREAS BY USING EROSION CONTROL TECHNIQUES DURING
CONSTRUCTION.  SUCH TECHNIQUES MAY INCLUDE TEMPORARY DRAINAGE DITCHES, CHECK DAMS, AND PLASTIC COVERS OVER
EXPOSED CUTS.  THE WETLANDS WILL NOT BE USED FOR STAGING OF EQUIPMENT OR MATERIALS.

SOME DESTRUCTION OF THE WETLANDS BETWEEN THE RIVER AND THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL MAY OCCUR.  IF CONSTRUCTION AT
THE SITE CAUSES A LOSS OF WETLANDS, THE LOSS WILL BE MITIGATED BY PLACING A WEIR ALONG HERBER DRAIN
SUBSEQUENTLY INCREASING THE AREA OF THE ON-SITE WETLANDS DIRECTLY EAST OF THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL.

B.  ACCESS RESTRICTIONS

EACH REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE FOR THE SITE INCLUDES ACCESS RESTRICTIONS: A SITE FENCE, WARNING SIGNS, AND DEED
RESTRICTIONS ON LAND USAGE. A 6-FOOT HIGH FENCE WOULD BE INSTALLED ON OR NEAR THE PROPERTY LINES TO KEEP
INTRUDERS OFF THE SITE AND PROTECT THE INTEGRITY OF THE CAP OR COVER.  THE FENCE IS NOT INSTALLED ALONG THE
RIVER DUE TO MAINTENANCE PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH FLOOD DAMAGE.  WARNING SIGNS ARE HOWEVER PLACED ALONG THE
TOE OF THE SITE EMBANKMENT NEAR THE RIVER TO ALERT POTENTIAL INTRUDERS TO STAY OFF THE SITE.

DEED RESTRICTIONS WOULD BE IMPLEMENTED TO CONTROL FUTURE PROPERTY USE AND PROHIBIT THE USE OF GROUNDWATER OR
THE INSTALLATION OF WELLS ON-SITE FOR A WATER SUPPLY SOURCE.

C.  DETERMINATION OF RISK-BASED AREAS FOR EXCAVATION

TWO OF THE TECHNOLOGIES ASSEMBLED INTO ALTERNATIVES WERE EXCAVATION AND INCINERATION.  PRIOR TO EVALUATING OR
DEVELOPING AN ALTERNATIVE CONTAINING EITHER OF THESE TECHNOLOGIES, IT WAS NECESSARY TO DETERMINE WHICH AREAS
OF THE SITE REQUIRED EXCAVATION.  THESE AREAS WERE DETERMINED BASED ON THE HAZARDS IDENTIFIED IN THE RISK
ASSESSMENT.

THE RISK ASSESSMENT IDENTIFIED TWO MAJOR EXPOSURE CONCERNS:

      *    ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:  RELEASES OF CONTAMINANTS TO THE
           MAUMEE RIVER, PRIMARILY THROUGH GROUNDWATER.

      *    HUMAN HEALTH CONCERNS:  DIRECT CONTACT WITH WASTE AND
           CONTAMINATED SOIL AS A RESULT OF FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AT THE SITE.

THE EXCAVATION AREAS WERE DETERMINED BY FIRST CONSIDERING THE SEPARATE EXPOSURE CONCERNS (I.E., ENVIRONMENTAL
RELEASE VS. HUMAN CONTACT) AT THE SITE.  THESE ARE THOSE AREAS ASSOCIATED WITH:

      *    THE RELEASE TO THE GROUNDWATER.

      *    THE PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HEALTH.

      *    THE BURIED DRUMS.

EACH OF THESE AREAS IS DELINEATED SEPARATELY ON FIGURE 15.

THE AREAS ASSOCIATED WITH THE RELEASE TO THE GROUNDWATER WERE IDENTIFIED BY REVIEWING THE TEST PIT DATA FOR
POTENTIAL SOURCE AREAS. SPECIAL CONSIDERATION WAS GIVEN TO THE LOCATION OF CONTAMINANTS ALREADY DETECTED IN
GROUNDWATER AND THOSE CONTAMINANTS THAT ARE MOBILE IN A GROUNDWATER SYSTEM.

THE AREAS ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH WERE IDENTIFIED BY CONSIDERING TWO FUTURE POTENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS: RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AND COMMERCIAL/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT.  A   SUMMARY OF
THE TARGET LEVELS USED TO IDENTIFY THE AREAS POSING A RISK FOR BOTH THE RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL EXPOSURE
SCENARIOS IS GIVEN IN TABLE 11.

AREAS ASSOCIATED WITH THE BURIED DRUMS WERE IDENTIFIED BY REVIEWING THE MAGNETOMETER SURVEY DATA, THE TEST
PIT INFORMATION AND HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS.



WITH THE AREAS ASSOCIATED WITH THE SEPARATE EXPOSURE CONCERNS DEFINED, THE MAXIMUM AREA REQUIRING EXCAVATION
COULD BE DETERMINED. THE MAXIMUM AREA REQUIRING EXCAVATION WAS DETERMINED BY OVERLAYING THE AREAS ASSOCIATED
WITH THE SEPARATE EXPOSURE CONCERNS.  IN ADDITION, THE MAXIMUM AREA REQUIRING EXCAVATION WAS FURTHER
SUBDIVIDED.  THIS SUBDIVISION WAS ACCOMPLISHED BY "RANKING" THE RISK ASSOCIATED WITH VARIOUS AREAS WITHIN THE
MAXIMUM AREA REQUIRING EXCAVATION: AREA A, AREA B AND AREA C. AREA A IS THE CENTER OF THE FORMER PIT AREA AND
REPRESENTS THAT AREA POSING THE MOST SIGNIFICANT RISK AT THE SITE. AREA B INCLUDES   AREA A AS WELL AS THE
CENTER OF THE GENERAL INDUSTRIAL WASTE AREA AND THE AREA IMPACTED BY THE FORMER PIT AREA. AREA C INCLUDES
AREA A AND AREA B AND REPRESENTS THE MAXIMUM AREA REQUIRING EXCAVATION.  AREA A,   AREA B AND AREA C ARE
SHOWN IN FIGURE 16.

#DA
VIII. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

A DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPED IN THE FS IS PRESENTED BELOW.

A.  MUNICIPAL LANDFILL

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH:          $2,320,000
   CONSTRUCTION COST:            $1,179,000
   PRESENT WORTH O&M COST:       $1,141,000

HISTORICAL INFORMATION AND THE RESULTS OF THE RI INDICATE THE EASTERN PORTION OF THE SITE WAS USED AS A
MUNICIPAL/GENERAL REFUSE TYPE LANDFILL.  THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT DID NOT INDICATE THE CONTAMINANTS
PRESENT IN THIS PORTION OF THE SITE POSE A THREAT THROUGH DIRECT CONTACT WITH SURFACE SOILS OR MIGRATION OF
GROUNDWATER TO THE RIVER.  ENSURING PROPER MAINTENANCE OF THIS PORTION OF THE SITE WILL REQUIRE SOME LIMITED
ACTION.  LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER MONITORING AND A SUBTITLE D - SOLID WASTE LANDFILL CLOSURE APPEARS TO BE THE
APPROPRIATE EXTENT OF ACTION NEEDED AT THIS TIME TO ENSURE:

      *    FUTURE MIGRATION OF GROUNDWATER TO THE RIVER WILL NOT
           POSE A THREAT TO THE RIVER, AND

      *    ADEQUATE COVER IS PRESENT TO PREVENT SURFACE EROSION AND
           SUBSEQUENT DIRECT CONTACT WITH OR WASH-OFF OF THE WASTES
           INTO THE RIVER.

THE COMPONENTS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDE ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, A SOIL COVER, A LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER
MONITORING PROGRAM AND THE INSTALLATION OF NEW GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS AROUND THE PERIMETER OF THE  
LANDFILL.  THE LOCATION OF THE MAJOR COMPONENTS ARE SHOWN IN FIGURE 17.

THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE ACTION DESCRIBED ABOVE WOULD BE PERFORMED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE OTHER
REMEDIAL RESPONSES DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVES 2, 3, 4 AND 5.  THE COST OF THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE   IS
REFLECTED IN THE TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST ESTIMATES LISTED FOR ALTERNATIVES 2, 3, 4 AND 5.

B.  ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH:          $ 0
   TIME TO IMPLEMENT:            0 MONTHS

THE NCP REQUIRES THAT THE "NO ACTION" ALTERNATIVE BE CONSIDERED AT EVERY SITE.  UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, NO
FURTHER ACTION WOULD BE TAKEN AT THE SITE.  ALL WASTES, ROUTES OF OFF-SITE CONTAMINANT MIGRATION (I.E.,  
GROUNDWATER), AND HUMAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS WOULD REMAIN UNCHANGED.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD
NOT REDUCE THE THREATS TO HUMAN HEALTH AND/OR THE ENVIRONMENT IDENTIFIED AT THE SITE.

C.  ALTERNATIVE 2 - GROUNDWATER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH:          $ 4,940,000
   CONSTRUCTION COST:            $ 1,471,000
   PRESENT WORTH O&M COST:       $ 1,149,000
   MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE:   $ 2,320,000
   TIME TO IMPLEMENT:            14 - 16 MONTHS

ALTERNATIVE 2 INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING COMPONENTS:



   *    ACCESS RESTRICTIONS

   *    GROUNDWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM - THE GROUNDWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM
        CONSISTS OF A COLLECTION TRENCH PLACED HYDRAULICALLY DOWNGRADIENT
        OF THE WASTES IN THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE AND A VERTICAL
        BARRIER PLACED BETWEEN THE COLLECTION TRENCH AND THE RIVER.
        GROUNDWATER IS INTERCEPTED BY THE TRENCH AND SUBSEQUENTLY TREATED
        ADDITIONAL MONITORING WELLS WOULD BE INSTALLED TO MONITOR THE
        EFFECTIVENESS OF THE SYSTEM.

   *    GROUNDWATER TREATMENT - GROUNDWATER TREATMENT CAN BE ACCOMPLISHED
        BY USING EITHER AN ON-SITE TREATMENT PLANT OR THE PUBLICLY
        OWNED TREATMENT WORKS (POTW).  AN ON-SITE GROUNDWATER TREATMENT
        PLANT WOULD UTILIZE A GRANULAR ACTIVATED CARBON ADSORPTION
        TECHNOLOGY FOR THE REMOVAL OF THE CONTAMINANTS.  THE TREATED
        WATER IS MONITORED TO ASSURE COMPLIANCE WITH DISCHARGE LIMITS
        AND SUBSEQUENTLY RELEASED TO THE MAUMEE RIVER.  TWO OPTIONS ARE
        AVAILABLE IF DISCHARGE TO THE POTW IS PERMITTED.  THE COLLECTED
        GROUNDWATER CAN BE DISCHARGED DIRECTLY TO THE MAIN SEWER LINE
        ADJACENT TO THE SITE OR IT CAN BE COLLECTED ON-SITE IN A HOLDING
        TANK, LOADED INTO A TRUCK AND TRANSPORTED TO THE POTW FACILITY
        FOR DISCHARGE.  EITHER POTW OPTION REQUIRES COMPLIANCE WITH THE
        ESTABLISHED PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS.

      *    SOIL COVER - TO REDUCE EXPOSURE TO SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE
           CONTAMINANTS, A SOIL COVER WOULD BE INSTALLED AT THE COMPLETION
           OF THE REMEDIAL ACTIVITY.  INSTALLATION OF A SOIL COVER INVOLVES
           CLEARING AND GRUBBING VEGETATION FROM THE SURFACE, REGRADING THE
           SURFACE AND PLACING AND COMPACTING A 2 FOOT LAYER OF LOCALLY
           AVAILABLE SOIL.  THE SURFACE IS REGRADED ONLY TO THE EXTENT THAT
           THE WASTE MASS IS UNDISTURBED.  THE TOP 6 INCHES OF COVER IS
           TOPSOIL CAPABLE OF SUPPORTING GRASS VEGETATION.  FINAL CONTOURS
           ARE DESIGNED TO PROMOTE SURFACE DRAINAGE.

       *    MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE

FIGURE 18 SHOWS THE LOCATION OF THE MAJOR COMPONENTS IN THIS ALTERNATIVE.

CONSTRUCTION OF THE COLLECTION TRENCH AND VERTICAL BARRIER SHOULD OCCUR BETWEEN JULY AND OCTOBER TO REDUCE
THE THREAT CAUSED BY FLOODING EVENTS. APPROXIMATELY, 0.3 ACRE OF WETLANDS WILL BE DESTROYED BY THIS  
ALTERNATIVE.

D.  ALTERNATIVE 3 - CONTAINMENT

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH:          $ 5,260,000
   CONSTRUCTION COST:            $ 1,883,000
   PRESENT WORTH O&M COST:       $ 1,057,000
   MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE:   $ 2,320,000
   TIME TO IMPLEMENT:            16 - 18 MONTHS

ALTERNATIVE 3 INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING COMPONENTS:

      *    ACCESS RESTRICTIONS

      *    GROUNDWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM - THIS CONTAINMENT ALTERNATIVE
           BUILDS ON ALTERNATIVE 2 - GROUNDWATER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT
           BY MINIMIZING THE INFLOW OF GROUNDWATER TO THE AREA OF BURIED
           WASTE.  THIS IS ACCOMPLISHED BY INSTALLING A VERTICAL BARRIER
           AROUND THE ENTIRE AREA OF BURIED WASTE IN THE WESTERN PORTION
           OF THE SITE.  THE GROUNDWATER COLLECTION TRENCH WOULD BE
           INSTALLED INSIDE THE NORTHERN BOUNDARY OF THE BARRIER.
           INSTALLATION OF THE COLLECTION TRENCH INSIDE THE BARRIER WILL
           MAINTAIN ANY GROUNDWATER FLOW THROUGH THE BARRIER IN AN INWARD



           DIRECTION.

      *    GROUNDWATER TREATMENT - SAME AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 2.

      *    SOIL COVER - SAME AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 2.

      *    MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE

FIGURE 19 SHOWS THE LOCATION OF THE MAJOR COMPONENTS IN THIS ALTERNATIVE.

CONSTRUCTION OF THE COLLECTION TRENCH AND THE NORTHERN PORTION OF THE VERTICAL BARRIER SHOULD OCCUR BETWEEN
JULY AND OCTOBER TO REDUCE THE THREAT CAUSED BY FLOODING EVENTS.  APPROXIMATELY, 0.1 ACRE OF WETLANDS WILL BE
DESTROYED BY THIS ALTERNATIVE.

E.  ALTERNATIVE 4 - SOIL EXCAVATION FOR DRUM REMOVAL

        4A   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH:          $ 5,490,000
             CONSTRUCTION COST:            $ 2,027,000
             PRESENT WORTH O&M COST:       $ 1,143,000
             MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE:   $ 2,320,000
             TIME TO IMPLEMENT:            18 - 20 MONTHS

        4B   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH:          $ 8,030,000
             CONSTRUCTION COST:            $ 4,568,000
             PRESENT WORTH O&M COST:       $ 1,142,000
             MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE:   $ 2,320,000
             TIME TO IMPLEMENT:            26 - 28 MONTHS

        4C   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH:          $ 10,020,000
             CONSTRUCTION COST:            $  6,558,000
             PRESENT WORTH O&M COST:       $  1,142,000
             MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE:   $  2,320,000
             TIME TO IMPLEMENT:            28 - 30 MONTHS

ALTERNATIVE 4 INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING COMPONENTS:

      *    ACCESS RESTRICTIONS

      *    GROUNDWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM - SAME AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 2.

      *    GROUNDWATER TREATMENT - SAME AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 2.

      *    EXCAVATION TO REMOVE BURIED DRUMS - EXCAVATION IS PERFORMED
           USING CONVENTIONAL EQUIPMENT.  WASTES AND SOIL ARE REMOVED
           UNTIL A DRUM IS UNEARTHED, THE DRUM IS REMOVED, OVERPACKED
           AND MOVED TO A STORAGE AREA.  THE DRUMS WOULD REMAIN ON-SITE
           UNTIL THEY CAN BE INCINERATED.  ANY TRANSPORTATION AND/OR
           STORAGE OF DRUMS WOULD BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH DEPARTMENT OF
           TRANSPORTATION (DOT) AND RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT
           (RCRA) REGULATIONS.

           THIS ALTERNATIVE HAS THREE OPTIONS FOR EXCAVATION AND DRUM
           REMOVAL THAT CORRESPOND TO THE THREE PREVIOUSLY DESCRIBED
           RISKED-BASED AREAS OF EXCAVATION:  AREA A, AREA B AND AREA C.
           THE ESTIMATED NUMBER OF DRUMS EXCAVATED IN EACH OPTION IS LISTED BELOW:

        *    ALTERNATIVE 4A -   600 DRUMS
        *    ALTERNATIVE 4B - 2,500 DRUMS
        *    ALTERNATIVE 4C - 4,600 DRUMS

THE UNEARTHED SOIL AND WASTE IS RECONSOLIDATED ON-SITE IN THE EXCAVATED AREAS.

      *    SOIL COVER - SAME AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 2.



      *    MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE

FIGURE 20 SHOWS THE LOCATION OF THE MAJOR COMPONENTS IN THIS ALTERNATIVE.

MOST OF THE AREAS FOR DRUM EXCAVATION ARE ABOVE THE 10-YEAR FLOOD ELEVATION AND ARE NOT FREQUENTLY SUBJECTED
TO FLOOD WATERS.  IT IS CONSERVATIVELY ASSUMED HOWEVER, THAT DRUM EXCAVATION MIGHT BE LIMITED 3   MONTHS OUT
OF A YEAR.  AS IN THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES, CONSTRUCTION OF THE COLLECTION TRENCH AND THE VERTICAL BARRIER
SHOULD OCCUR BETWEEN JULY AND OCTOBER.  APPROXIMATELY, 0.3 ACRE OF WETLANDS WILL BE DESTROYED BY THIS
ALTERNATIVE.

F.  ALTERNATIVE 5 - CONTAMINATED SOIL AND DRUM REMOVAL/ON-SITE INCINERATION

        5A   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH:          $ 13,320,000
             CONSTRUCTION COST:            $  9,951,000
             PRESENT WORTH O&M COST:       $  1,049,000
             MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE:   $  2,320,000
             TIME TO IMPLEMENT:            22 - 28 MONTHS

        5B   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH:          $3 6,120,000
             CONSTRUCTION COST:            $ 32,729,000
             PRESENT WORTH O&M COST:       $  1,071,000
             MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE:   $  2,320,000
             TIME TO IMPLEMENT:            42 - 48 MONTHS

        5C   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH:          $ 47,750,000
             CONSTRUCTION COST:            $ 44,401,000
             PRESENT WORTH O&M COST:       $  1,029,000
             MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE:   $  2,320,000
             TIME TO IMPLEMENT:            54 - 60 MONTHS

ALTERNATIVE 5 INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING COMPONENTS:

      *    ACCESS RESTRICTIONS

      *    GROUNDWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM - SAME AS DESCRIBED IN
           ALTERNATIVE 2.

      *    GROUNDWATER TREATMENT - SAME AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 2.

      *    EXCAVATION OF SOIL AND DRUMS FOR ON-SITE INCINERATION - A MOBILE
           INCINERATOR WOULD BE TRANSPORTED AND ERECTED ON THE EXISTING
           FOUNDATION PAD AT THE SOUTH END OF THE SITE.  A STORAGE BUILDING
           IS CONSTRUCTED NEARBY ON THE NORTH END OF THE PAD.  CONTAMINATED
           SOIL, WASTE AND BURIED DRUMS IS EXCAVATED AND HAULED TO THE
           STORAGE AREA.  THE STORAGE AREA WOULD HAVE A LEACHATE COLLECTION
           SYSTEM FOR ANY FREE WATER DRAINING FROM THE SOILS.  IN ADDITION
           THE STORAGE AREA WOULD BE COMPLETELY COVERED TO KEEP THE SOILS
           DRY FOR INCINERATION.

DRUMS WOULD BE STAGED IN A SEPARATE SECURE AREA.  THE LIQUIDS IN THE DRUMS WOULD BE EMPTIED TO A HOLDING
TANK.  THE EMPTY DRUMS WOULD BE DECONTAMINATED AND CRUSHED.

THE WASTES, SOILS AND DRUM LIQUIDS STAGED DURING THE EXCAVATION WOULD BE INCINERATED IN THE ON-SITE
INCINERATOR.  THERE ARE THREE OPTIONS FOR SOIL EXCAVATION AND DRUM REMOVAL WHICH CORRESPOND TO THE THREE
AREAS DEFINED UNDER ALTERNATIVE 4.  THE ESTIMATED VOLUMES OF WASTES/SOILS FOR EXCAVATION AND INCINERATION
ARE:

             *    ALTERNATIVE 5A -  4,400 YD3 TO INCINERATE
                                    6,100 YD3 TO EXCAVATE
             *    ALTERNATIVE 5B - 30,000 YD3 TO INCINERATE
                                   37,000 YD3 TO EXCAVATE
             *    ALTERNATIVE 5C - 43,000 YD3 TO INCINERATE
                                   57,000 YD3 TO EXCAVATE



THE ESTIMATED NUMBER OF DRUMS REMOVED IN EACH AREA WOULD BE THE SAME AS THOSE PRESENTED IN ALTERNATIVE 4.

THE INCINERATOR ASH AND THE CRUSHED EMPTY DRUMS WOULD BE RETURNED TO THE EXCAVATION AREA FOR DISPOSAL.  THE
ASH AND CRUSHED DRUMS WOULD BE PLACED ABOVE THE EXPECTED HIGH WATER TABLE LEVEL.

      *    MULTI-LAYER CAP - A MULTI-LAYER CAP WOULD BE INSTALLED OVER THE
           AREA WHERE INCINERATOR ASH AND CRUSHED DRUMS ARE RETURNED AS
           BACKFILL.  THE MULTI-LAYER CAP SHOULD BE COMPOSED OF THREE
           DISTINCTIVE LAYERS:

      *    TOPSOIL AND FILL LAYER
      *    DRAINAGE LAYER
      *    BARRIER LAYER

MORE SPECIFICALLY A SOIL-CLAY CAP CONSISTING OF A CLAY BARRIER COVERED BY A SAND DRAINAGE LAYER AND A FILL
AND TOPSOIL LAYER WOULD BE USED FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE.

      *    MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE

FIGURE 21 SHOWS THE LOCATION OF THE MAJOR COMPONENTS IN THIS ALTERNATIVE.

AS IN ALTERNATIVE 4, THE AREAS FOR EXCAVATION ARE NOT FREQUENTLY SUBJECTED TO FLOOD WATERS.  CONSTRUCTION OF
THE COLLECTION TRENCH AND THE VERTICAL BARRIER SHOULD OCCUR BETWEEN JULY AND OCTOBER. APPROXIMATELY, 0.3 ACRE
OF WETLANDS WILL BE DESTROYED BY THIS ALTERNATIVE.

G.  SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

A SUMMARY OF THE MAJOR COMPONENTS FOR EACH OF THE FIVE ALTERNATIVES IS PRESENTED IN TABLE 12.

#SCAA
IX. SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

EACH OF THE ALTERNATIVES WAS EVALUATED USING A NUMBER OF EVALUATION FACTORS.  THE REGULATORY BASIS FOR THESE
FACTORS COMES FROM THE NCP AND SECTION 121 OF SARA.  SECTION 121(B)(1) STATES THAT, "REMEDIAL ACTIONS IN
WHICH TREATMENT WHICH PERMANENTLY AND SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCES THE VOLUME, TOXICITY OR MOBILITY OF THE HAZARDOUS
SUBSTANCES, POLLUTANTS, AND CONTAMINANTS AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT, ARE TO BE PREFERRED OVER   REMEDIAL ACTIONS
NOT INVOLVING SUCH TREATMENT.  THE OFF-SITE TRANSPORT AND DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR CONTAMINATED
MATERIALS WITHOUT SUCH TREATMENT SHOULD BE THE LEAST FAVORED ALTERNATIVE REMEDIAL ACTION WHERE PRACTICABLE
TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES ARE AVAILABLE."

SECTION 121 OF SARA ALSO REQUIRES THAT THE SELECTED REMEDY BE PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT,
COST-EFFECTIVE, AND USE PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES OR RESOURCE RECOVERY
TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE.

BASED ON THE STATUTORY LANGUAGE AND CURRENT U.S. EPA GUIDANCE, THE NINE CRITERIA USED TO EVALUATE THE
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES LISTED ABOVE WERE:

   1.   OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT ADDRESSES
        WHETHER OR NOT THE REMEDY PROVIDES ADEQUATE PROTECTION AND
        DESCRIBES HOW RISKS ARE ELIMINATED, REDUCED OR CONTROLLED THROUGH
        TREATMENT, ENGINEERING CONTROLS, OR INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS.

   2.   COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS ADDRESSES WHETHER OR NOT THE REMEDY WILL
        MEET ALL OF THE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE
        REQUIREMENTS OF OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL STATUTES AND/OR PROVIDE GROUNDS
        FOR INVOKING A WAIVER.

   3.   LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE REFERS TO THE ABILITY OF
        A REMEDY TO MAINTAIN RELIABLE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
        ENVIRONMENT OVER TIME ONCE CLEANUP GOALS HAVE BEEN MET.

   4.   REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME IS THE ANTICIPATED



        PERFORMANCE OF THE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES A REMEDY MAY EMPLOY.

   5.   SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS INVOLVES THE PERIOD OF TIME NEEDED TO
        ACHIEVE PROTECTION AND ANY ADVERSE IMPACTS ON HUMAN HEALTH AND
        THE ENVIRONMENT THAT MAY BE POSED DURING THE CONSTRUCTION AND
        IMPLEMENTATION PERIOD UNTIL CLEANUP GOALS ARE ACHIEVED.

   6.   IMPLEMENTABILITY IS THE TECHNICAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE FEASIBILITY
        OF A REMEDY, INCLUDING THE AVAILABILITY OF GOODS AND SERVICES
        NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT THE CHOSEN SOLUTION.

   7.   COST INCLUDES CAPITAL AND OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS.

   8.   SUPPORT AGENCY ACCEPTANCE INDICATES WHETHER, BASED ON ITS REVIEW
        OF THE RI/FS AND PROPOSED PLAN, THE SUPPORT AGENCY (IDEM)
        CONCURS, OPPOSES, OR HAS NO COMMENT ON THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE.

   9.   COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE INDICATES THE PUBLIC SUPPORT OF A GIVEN
        REMEDY.  THIS CRITERIA IS DISCUSSED IN THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.

A MATRIX WHICH SUMMARIZES THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES ON A CRITERIA BY CRITERIA BASIS IS
PRESENTED IN FIGURE 22.

THE FOLLOWING DISCUSSION EXPOUNDS ON THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IN FIGURE 22.

A.  OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

ALL OF THE ALTERNATIVES, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE, WOULD PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION
OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT BY ELIMINATING, REDUCING, OR CONTROLLING RISK FROM THE SITE  THROUGH
TREATMENT, ENGINEERING CONTROLS OR INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS.  AS THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT SATISFY THE
REMEDIAL ACTION GOAL TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, IT IS  NOT ELIGIBLE
FOR SELECTION.

ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3 ACCOMPLISH OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT THROUGH ENGINEERING
AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS.  THE PRIMARY CONTROLS INCLUDED IN ALTERNATIVE 2 ARE A GROUNDWATER COLLECTION  
SYSTEM AND DEED RESTRICTIONS.  ALTERNATIVE 3 INCLUDES THE SAME CONTROLS AS ALTERNATIVE 2 IN ADDITION TO A
CONTAINMENT OF THE WASTES (I.E., A SLURRY WALL ENCIRCLING THE WASTE AREA).  BOTH OF THESE ALTERNATIVES WOULD
USE TREATMENT TO MANAGE THE COLLECTED GROUNDWATER.

ALTERNATIVES 4(A, B AND C) AND 5 (A, B AND C) ACCOMPLISH OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
ENVIRONMENT THROUGH THE TREATMENT OF WASTES IN ADDITION TO ENGINEERING AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS.  BOTH 
THESE ALTERNATIVES INCLUDE THE ENGINEERING AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS OF ALTERNATIVE 2.  ALTERNATIVE 4
HOWEVER, INCLUDES INCINERATING EXCAVATED DRUMS CONTAINING LIQUID WASTE.  THE AMOUNT OF DRUMS EXCAVATED AND 
LIQUIDS INCINERATED IS DEPENDENT ON THE RISK-BASED AREA (A, B OR C) SELECTED.  ALTERNATIVE 5 INCLUDES
INCINERATING THE EXCAVATED DRUMS CONTAINING LIQUID WASTES AND SOILS/WASTES.  THE AMOUNT OF DRUMS EXCAVATED
AND LIQUIDS AND SOILS/WASTES INCINERATED IS ALSO DEPENDENT ON THE RISK-BASED AREA (A, B OR C) SELECTED.

B.  COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS

ALL OF THE ALTERNATIVES, EXCEPT FOR THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE, WOULD MEET ALL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS OF FEDERAL AND STATE ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS.  TABLE 13 INDICATES THE APPLICABLE OR  
RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS FOR EACH OF THESE ALTERNATIVES.

C.  LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3 EMPLOY SOLELY CONTAINMENT TYPE TECHNOLOGIES AND ALL THE BURIED DRUMS AND WASTES WOULD
REMAIN IN PLACE UNDISTURBED.

ALTERNATIVE 4C WOULD REMOVE 4,600 BURIED DRUMS CONTAINING LIQUIDS WHICH SERVE AS THE PRIMARY SOURCE OF
CONTAMINANT RELEASES TO SUBSURFACE SOILS AND GROUNDWATER.  ALTERNATIVE 4A AND 4B WOULD REMOVE 600 AND 2,500
DRUMS RESPECTIVELY.  THE NUMBER OF DRUMS REMOVED IN ALTERNATIVE 4C REPRESENTS 100% OF THE DRUMS ANTICIPATED
TO BE PRESENT.  ALTERNATIVES 4A AND 4B WOULD REMOVE 13% AND 54% OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF DRUMS ANTICIPATED TO
BE PRESENT, RESPECTIVELY.  IN ALL OF THESE ALTERNATIVES, THE CONTAMINATED SUBSURFACE SOILS AND WASTES WOULD



BE RECONSOLIDATED ON-SITE AND THE LIQUID DRUM CONTENTS INCINERATED.

ALTERNATIVE 5A WOULD TREAT A RELATIVELY SMALL VOLUME OF CONTAMINATED SOIL, APPROXIMATELY 4,400 YD3, AND 600
DRUMS.  THIS REPRESENTS 13% OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF DRUMS ANTICIPATED TO BE PRESENT AND 10% OF THE  
CONTAMINATED SUBSURFACE SOILS AND WASTES ABOVE TARGET LEVEL CONCENTRATIONS.  ALTERNATIVES 5B AND 5C WOULD
INCREASE:  THE VOLUME OF CONTAMINATED SOIL THAT IS TREATED TO APPROXIMATELY 31,000 YD3 AND 45,000 YD3
RESPECTIVELY AND THE NUMBER OF DRUMS EXCAVATED TO 2,500 AND 4,600 RESPECTIVELY.  ALTERNATIVE 5B TREATS 69% OF
THE CONTAMINATED SOILS/WASTES ABOVE TARGET LEVELS AND 54% OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF DRUMS ANTICIPATED TO BE
PRESENT.  IN ALL OF THESE ALTERNATIVES THE SOILS/WASTES AND LIQUID DRUM CONTENTS ARE INCINERATED AND THE
RESIDUAL ASH DISPOSED ON-SITE.

ALL THE ALTERNATIVES (2, 3, 4 AND 5) REQUIRE LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE BE PERFORMED AT THE SITE.  THE LONG-TERM
RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH EXPOSURE TO, AND MIGRATION OF, THE REMAINING WASTES WILL BE REDUCED BY ENSURING THE
FOLLOWING LONG-TERM ACTIVITIES ARE PERFORMED:

      *    IMPLEMENTATION OF INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS (I.E., DEED
           RESTRICTIONS AND ACCESS RESTRICTIONS).

      *    OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE GROUNDWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM.

      *    MAINTENANCE OF THE SOIL COVER/CAP.

      *    GROUNDWATER MONITORING.

D.  REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME

ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3 WOULD PROVIDE A REDUCTION IN GROUNDWATER CONTAMINANTS BY 400 LBS PER YEAR AND 70 LBS PER
YEAR RESPECTIVELY, BUT NOT IN THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME OF THE SOIL AND DRUM CONTAMINANTS.

ALTERNATIVE 4C WILL PROVIDE A REDUCTION IN THE VOLUME AND TOXICITY OF THE WASTES AT THE SITE, WITH 400 LBS OF
CONTAMINANTS REMOVED FROM GROUNDWATER A YEAR AND 230,000 GALLONS OF DRUM LIQUIDS INCINERATED. ALTERNATIVES 4A
AND 4B WILL ALSO REDUCE THE VOLUME AND TOXICITY OF THE WASTES AT THE SITE WITH 400 LBS OF CONTAMINANTS
REMOVED FROM GROUNDWATER A YEAR AND 30,000 GALLONS AND 125,000 GALLONS, RESPECTIVELY, OF DRUM  LIQUIDS
INCINERATED.  ALL OF THESE ALTERNATIVES PROVIDE FOR THE RECONSOLIDATION OF EXCAVATED SOILS/WASTES ON-SITE. 
THE CONTAMINANTS REMAINING IN THE SOILS/WASTES WILL STILL BE MOBILE.

ALTERNATIVES 5A, 5B AND 5C PROVIDE IN VARYING DEGREES A REDUCTION IN THE CONTAMINATED SOILS/WASTES AND
DRUMMED LIQUIDS AT THE SITE.  ALTERNATIVE 5A WOULD INCINERATE 4,400 YD3 OF SOILS/WASTES AND 30,000 GALLONS OF
DRUMMED LIQUID WASTE.  ALTERNATIVE 5B WOULD INCINERATE 31,000 YD3 OF SOILS/WASTES AND 125,000 GALLONS OF
DRUMMED LIQUID WASTES.  ALTERNATIVE 5C WOULD INCINERATE 45,000 YD3 OF SOILS/WASTES AND 230,000 GALLONS OF
DRUMMED LIQUID WASTE.  ALL OF THESE ALTERNATIVES PROVIDE FOR THE DISPOSAL OF THE RESIDUAL ASH ON-SITE.  THE
REDUCTION ACHIEVED IN THE CONTAMINATED SOILS/WASTES AND DRUMMED LIQUID MASS, VOLUME AND TOXICITY IS TRADED
AGAINST THE ADDITIONAL MASS OF THE POTENTIALLY TOXIC, BUT LESS MOBILE, RESIDUAL ASH DISPOSED ON-SITE. 
ALTERNATIVES 5A, 5B AND 5C WILL HAVE 3,700 YD3, 26,000 YD3 AND 37,800 YD3 OF RESIDUAL ASH REMAINING AFTER
INCINERATION, RESPECTIVELY.  THEREFORE, INCINERATION OF THE SOILS/WASTES IS ONLY PROVIDING A 10% TO 16%
REDUCTION IN THE VOLUME OF CONTAMINATED SOILS/WASTES.

E.    SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

ALL OF THE ALTERNATIVES (2, 3, 4, AND 5) WILL PRESENT A SHORT-TERM THREAT TO WORKERS, THE COMMUNITY AN THE
ENVIRONMENT DURING THE CONSTRUCTION PHASE OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION.  THE IMPLEMENTATION OF VARIOUS PROTECTIVE
MEASURES (I.E., DUST SUPPRESSANTS, AIR MONITORING, RUNOFF CONTROL, ETC.) DURING THE CONSTRUCTION PHASE WILL
MINIMIZE THESE THREATS.  ALTERNATIVES 4 AND 5 WOULD REQUIRE A LARGER NUMBER OF   PROTECTIVE MEASURES BE
IMPLEMENTED THAN ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3. ALTERNATIVE 4 INVOLVES THE EXCAVATION OF SOILS/WASTES WHILE
ALTERNATIVE 5 INVOLVES AN EXCAVATION OF SOILS/WASTES AS WELL AS AN ON-SITE INCINERATOR.

ALTERNATIVES 2, 3 AND 4A WILL TAKE RELATIVELY THE SAME AMOUNT OF TIME TO IMPLEMENT (14 TO 20 MONTHS). 
ALTERNATIVES 4B, 4C AND 5A WILL TAKE A LITTLE LONGER (26 TO 30 MONTHS).  ALTERNATIVES 5B AND 5C WILL HOWEVER
INVOLVE A SIGNIFICANTLY LONGER TIME FRAME TO IMPLEMENT THAN ANY OF THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES (42 TO 60 MONTHS).

EACH ALTERNATIVE WILL ACHIEVE PROTECTION AGAINST THE PRINCIPAL THREAT OF GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION. 
ALTERNATIVES 4 (A, B & C) AND 5 (A, B & C) IN ADDITION TO ACHIEVING PROTECTION AGAINST THE PRINCIPAL THREAT
WILL IN VARYING DEGREES MINIMIZE THE MAJOR SOURCES (DRUMS CONTAINING LIQUIDS AND CONTAMINATED SOILS/WASTES)



CONTRIBUTING TO THE PRINCIPAL THREAT.

F.    IMPLEMENTABILITY

ALL OF THE ALTERNATIVES (2, 3, 4 AND 5) ARE TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE.  SOME CONSIDERATION SHOULD BE GIVEN
HOWEVER, TO THE FOLLOWING ITEMS IN EACH ALTERNATIVE:

      *    ALTERNATIVE 2

           -    SOIL COVER AND GROUNDWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM ARE SIMPLE
                TO CONSTRUCT, IMPLEMENT AND MAINTAIN.

           -    NEW TRENCH TECHNOLOGY ALTHOUGH FEASIBLE IS DIFFICULT
                TO PREDICT SCHEDULING OR LONG-TERM PERFORMANCE.

           -    LONG-TERM SLURRY WALL PERFORMANCE IS NOT KNOWN BUT TO
                DATE OTHER INSTALLATIONS HAVE PERFORMED WELL.

           -    CONSTRUCTION IN THE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN AND IN THE
                WETLANDS CAN CAUSE SCHEDULE DELAYS AND REQUIRE
                ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS.

           -    SCHEDULE DELAYS CAN COME FROM WORKING IN DIFFERENT
                LEVELS OF PROTECTION.

      *    ALTERNATIVE 3

           -    INCLUDES THE ITEMS LISTED FOR ALTERNATIVE 2.

           -    EXCAVATION THROUGH BURIED WASTE TO INSTALL THE
                SLURRY WALL HAS THE UNKNOWN FACTOR OF HOW MUCH
                ADDITIONAL WORK SLOW DOWN IS INVOLVED IN SORTING
                THROUGH THE WASTE TO BUILD THE WALL.

      *    ALTERNATIVE 4 (A, B AND C)

           -    INCLUDES THE ITEMS LISTED FOR ALTERNATIVE 2.

           -    EXCAVATION IS A SIMPLE AND STRAIGHTFORWARD TECHNOLOGY.
                DELAYS MAY BE ENCOUNTERED FROM WORKING IN DIFFERENT
                LEVELS OF PROTECTION AND HAVING TO SORT THROUGH THE
                BURIED DRUMS AND DEBRIS.

           -    DRUMS MAY HAVE TO BE STOCKPILED UNTIL INCINERATION
                CAPACITY BECOMES AVAILABLE.

      *    ALTERNATIVE 5 (A, B AND C)

           -    INCLUDES THE ITEMS LISTED FOR ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 4.

           -    SCHEDULING EXCAVATION AND INCINERATION ARE IMPORTANT CRITERIA.

           -    EXCAVATING IN THE SATURATED ZONE IS DIFFICULT.

           -    INCINERATION OF CONTAMINATED SOIL IS A PROVEN
                TECHNOLOGY BUT THERE IS STILL LIMITED INFORMATION
                AND DATA AVAILABLE TO DESIGN, OPERATE AND SCHEDULE
                THE PROCESS.  CAN BE A HIGH RISK IF ALL FACTORS ARE
                NOT CONSIDERED.

IN ADDITION, EACH OF THE ALTERNATIVES HAS THE FOLLOWING ADMINISTRATIVE DIFFICULTIES:

        *    OBTAINING NPDES PERMIT LIMITS



        *    OBTAINING VARIOUS APPROVALS FOR THE FLOOD PROTECTION STRATEGY
        *    OBTAINING DEED RESTRICTIONS

G.    COST

FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE, THE TOTAL REMEDIAL COSTS (CAPITAL PLUS OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE) INCLUDING THE
MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE IN PRESENT NET WORTH ARE:

        *    ALTERNATIVE 1       $          0
        *    ALTERNATIVE 2       $  4,940,000
        *    ALTERNATIVE 3       $  5,260,000
        *    ALTERNATIVE 4A      $  5,490,000
                         4B      $  8,030,000
                         4C      $ 10,020,000
        *    ALTERNATIVE 5A      $ 13,320,000
                         5B      $ 36,120,000
                         5C      $ 47,750,000

FOR ALL OF THE ALTERNATIVES, THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE COST (CAPITAL AND OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE) IS $
2,320,000 OF THE TOTAL REMEDIAL COSTS.  IN ADDITION, THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS FOR ALL THE
ALTERNATIVES ARE COMPARABLE ($ 1,029,000 TO $ 1,149,000 OF THE TOTAL REMEDIAL COSTS).  THEREFORE, THE PRIMARY
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE ALTERNATIVES IS THE CAPITAL COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH EACH ALTERNATIVE. ALTERNATIVES 2, 3
AND 4A HAVE COMPARABLE CAPITAL COSTS ($ 1,471,000, $ 1,883,000 AND $ 2,027,000 RESPECTIVELY).  THE CAPITAL
COSTS FOR ALTERNATIVES 4B AND 4C ARE SLIGHTLY HIGHER ($ 4,568,000 AND $ 6,558,000 RESPECTIVELY) THAN THE
CAPITAL COSTS FOR ALTERNATIVES 2, 3 AND 4A. ALTERNATIVE 5A PROVIDES A SLIGHT INCREASE IN CAPITAL COSTS ($
9,951,000) BUT ALTERNATIVES 5B AND 5C PROVIDE A SIGNIFICANT INCREASE IN CAPITAL COSTS ($ 32,729,000 AND $
44,401,000, RESPECTIVELY) WHEN COMPARED TO THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES.

H.  STATE ACCEPTANCE

THE STATE OF INDIANA SUPPORTS ALTERNATIVE 4C - SOIL EXCAVATION FOR DRUM REMOVAL.  THE STATE OF INDIANA
RECOGNIZES THE 10% COST SHARE AND OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE RESPONSIBILITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THIS  
ALTERNATIVE, IF THE REMEDIAL ACTION IS A FUND LEAD ACTION.

I.  COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE IS ASSESSED IN THE ATTACHED RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.  THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY PROVIDES
A THOROUGH REVIEW OF THE PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE RI, FS AND PROPOSED PLAN, AND U.S. EPA'S  RESPONSES
TO THE COMMENTS RECEIVED.
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X.  THE SELECTED REMEDY

THE SELECTED REMEDY FOR THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE IS ALTERNATIVE 4C SOIL EXCAVATION FOR DRUM REMOVAL. 
THIS ALTERNATIVE IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, ATTAINS APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT  AND  
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS PROMULGATED UNDER FEDERAL AND STATE ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS, AND IS COST-EFFECTIVE. 
TREATMENT WHICH PERMANENTLY AND SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCES THE VOLUME, TOXICITY, AND MOBILITY OF HAZARDOUS
SUBSTANCES IS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT OF THE REMEDY.  FINALLY, THIS ALTERNATIVE UTILIZES PERMANENT SOLUTIONS TO
THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE, AND REPRESENTS THE BEST BALANCE OF THE FACTORS FOR SELECTING AN APPROPRIATE
REMEDY AT THE SITE.

A.  MUNICIPAL LANDFILL

THE PRIMARY COMPONENTS FOR THE REMEDY ON THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL ARE ACCESS RESTRICTIONS (FENCING AND DEED
RESTRICTIONS), A SOIL COVER DESIGNED FOR FLOOD PROTECTION AND A LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM.  A
SOIL COVER COMPLIANT WITH SUBTITLE D - SOLID WASTE LANDFILL CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS IS THE APPROPRIATE EXTENT OF
REMEDY FOR THIS PORTION OF THE SITE.  HISTORICAL INFORMATION AND THE RESULTS OF THE RI INDICATE THIS PORTION
OF THE SITE WAS USED AS A MUNICIPAL/GENERAL REFUSE TYPE LANDFILL WITH LITTLE HAZARDOUS TYPE MATERIALS BEING
DISPOSED.  THE RISK ASSESSMENT INDICATED THAT THIS PORTION OF THE SITE DOES NOT CURRENTLY POSE A THREAT
THROUGH DIRECT CONTACT WITH SURFACE SOILS.  A PART OF THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL AREA IS HOWEVER SUBJECTED TO
FLOOD EVENTS.  THE RESULTING SURFACE EROSION COULD EXPOSE WASTES IN THIS AREA CREATING A POTENTIAL DIRECT
CONTACT THREAT OR A WASH-OFF OF WASTES INTO THE MAUMEE RIVER.  INSTALLING AND MAINTAINING THE SOIL COVER WILL



PREVENT SURFACE EROSION AND ENSURE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH (OF ON-SITE TRESPASSERS) AND THE MAUMEE RIVER.

THE RISK ASSESSMENT ALSO INDICATED THAT THE CONTAMINANTS MIGRATING THROUGH GROUNDWATER TO THE MAUMEE RIVER DO
NOT POSE A THREAT TO THE RIVER.  ENSURING FUTURE MIGRATION OF GROUNDWATER DOES NOT POSE A THREAT TO THE RIVER
REQUIRES IMPLEMENTATION OF A LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM.  THE GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM
WILL ENSURE PROTECTION OF THE MAUMEE RIVER THROUGH THE USE OF ALTERNATIVE CONCENTRATION LIMITS (ACLS) AS A
GROUNDWATER PERFORMANCE STANDARD.

THE CRITERIA ESTABLISHED IN SARA SECTION 121(D)(2)(B)(II) FOR THE APPLICATION OF ACLS STIPULATES THAT THE
FOLLOWING CONDITIONS BE MET AT THE SITE:

      *    THERE ARE KNOWN AND PROJECTED POINTS OF ENTRY OF
           CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER INTO SURFACE WATER.

      *    THERE IS NO STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT INCREASE OF
           HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS FROM GROUND WATER INTO SURFACE
           WATER AT THE POINT OF ENTRY OR WHERE THERE IS REASON TO
           BELIEVE DOWNGRADIENT ACCUMULATION MAY OCCUR.

      *    THE REMEDIAL ACTION INCLUDES ENFORCEABLE MEASURES TO
           PRECLUDE HUMAN EXPOSURE BETWEEN THE FACILITY BOUNDARY
           AND POINTS OF ENTRY INTO THE SURFACE WATER.

ALL THREE OF THESE CONDITIONS ARE MET FOR THE EASTERN PORTION OF THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE.  DIRECT
EXPOSURE TO ANY CONTAMINATED WATER ON-SITE WILL BE PRECLUDED THROUGH THE USE OF DEED RESTRICTION PROHIBITING
THE USE OF GROUNDWATER ON-SITE.  THE SITE'S PROPERTY BOUNDARY IS THE DISCHARGE POINT TO THE MAUMEE RIVER.

CONCEPTUALLY, ESTABLISHMENT OF GROUNDWATER PROTECTION STANDARDS TO PROTECT THE MAUMEE RIVER CAN BE BASED ON
THE FOLLOWING TWO CRITERIA:

      *    NO STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT INCREASE IN CONTAMINATION
           RELEASED TO SURFACE WATER WILL OCCUR DUE TO DISCHARGES FROM
           GROUNDWATER AT THE SITE; AND

      *    NO STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT EXCEEDANCE OF A STATE OF
           INDIANA WATER QUALITY STANDARD FOR SURFACE WATER WILL BE
           ALLOWED AS A RESULT OF THE GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE.

THE FIRST CRITERION WILL BE APPLIED AT THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE. AS THE SITE PRESENTLY EXISTS,
SATISFYING THE FIRST CRITERIA WILL MORE THAN SATISFY THE SECOND REQUIREMENT.  TAKING THIS APPROACH WILL
PROVIDE A HIGH DEGREE OF PROTECTIVENESS FOR THE MAUMEE RIVER.

THE MECHANICS OF THE GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM WILL BE SPECIFICALLY ADDRESSED IN THE REMEDIAL DESIGN
(RD) PHASE OF THE PROJECT.  HOWEVER, THE BASIC GROUNDWORK FOR ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE MONITORING PROGRAM IS
DESCRIBED IN THE FOLLOWING DISCUSSION.

INITIALLY, BASELINE GROUNDWATER QUALITY LEVELS WILL BE DEVELOPED TO BETTER QUANTIFY PRESENT SITE
CONTAMINATION.  THE FREQUENCY, TIMING, AND PROTOCOL WILL BE DEVELOPED IN A QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN
(QAPP) WITH THE OBJECTIVE OF GATHERING REPRESENTATIVE DATA OF GROUNDWATER QUALITY AND ITS VARIATION OVER A
YEAR'S PERIOD.  A STATISTICAL TEST WHICH ACCOUNTS FOR THE VARIATION OF THE DATA WILL BE EMPLOYED TO MEASURE
COMPLIANCE, AND SHOULD BE EQUIVALENT TO OR THE SAME AS THE "COCHRAN'S APPROXIMATION TO THE BEHRENS-FISHER
STUDENT'S T-TEST".  THIS TEST WILL BE WORKABLE ONLY IF THE APPROVED SAMPLING PROTOCOL AND ANALYSIS ARE
STRICTLY ADHERED TO.

AFTER BASELINE GROUNDWATER QUALITY IS DETERMINED AND ITS STATISTIC IS DERIVED, SUBSEQUENT COMPLIANCE
MONITORING CAN BE COMPRESSED TO THE BASELINE STATISTIC.  FOR THE SUBSEQUENT MONITORING EVENTS A NEW  
STATISTIC SHOULD BE DEVELOPED AND COMPARED TO THE BASELINE STATISTIC. IF THE NEW STATISTIC EXCEEDS THE
BASELINE STATISTIC AT THE 95% CONFIDENCE LIMIT THERE IS HIGH PROBABILITY THAT A STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT
INCREASE OF A PARAMETER(S) HAS OCCURRED.

IF ANY EXCEEDANCE OCCURS WHICH IS STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE 95% CONFIDENCE LIMIT, CONFIRMATION
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS SHOULD OCCUR.  IF SUBSEQUENT SAMPLING CONFIRMS A STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT INCREASE IN
THE CONCENTRATIONS OF THE COMPOUNDS OF INTEREST, A REMEDIAL ACTION  PLAN (RAP) WILL BE DEVELOPED OVER A



LIMITED PERIOD OF TIME.  WHILE THE RAP IS BEING DEVELOPED, MONITORING AT AN INCREASED FREQUENCY WILL OCCUR. 
BASED ON THE FREQUENCY OF STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT INCREASE OF THE CONCENTRATIONS OF THE PARAMETERS
MONITORED IN THE GROUND WATER, EPA WILL MAKE A DECISION REGARDING THE NEED TO IMPLEMENT A REMEDIAL ACTION. 
THIS DECISION PROCESS WILL BE DELINEATED IN THE RD STAGE.  AT NO TIME WILL DISCHARGES TO THE MAUMEE RIVER
EXCEED THE STATE OF INDIANA ACUTE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS FOR THE PROTECTION OF AQUATIC LIFE.

B.  WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE

THE PRIMARY COMPONENTS FOR THE REMEDY ON THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE ARE:

        *    ACCESS RESTRICTIONS (FENCING AND DEED RESTRICTIONS)

        *    GROUNDWATER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT

        *    EXCAVATION OF RISK-BASED AREA C FOR DRUM REMOVAL

        *    INCINERATION OF DRUMMED WASTES

        *    RECONSOLIDATION OF SOILS/WASTES ON-SITE

        *    SOIL COVER

        *    FLOOD PROTECTION AND WETLANDS PROTECTION

1.   ACCESS RESTRICTIONS

AS THE REMEDY WILL LEAVE MATERIALS ON-SITE ABOVE HEALTH-BASED LEVELS, ACCESS RESTRICTIONS ARE NECESSARY TO
ENSURE OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  INSTALLATION OF A FENCE AT THE SITE WILL  
DETER TRESPASSERS AND ASSIST IN PRESERVING THE INTEGRITY OF THE SOIL COVER.  DEED RESTRICTIONS WILL BE
IMPLEMENTED TO CONTROL FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AND GROUNDWATER USE AT THE SITE.

2.   GROUNDWATER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT

THE RISK ASSESSMENT IDENTIFIED THE GROUNDWATER AND GROUNDWATER SEEPS DISCHARGING TO THE MAUMEE RIVER AS
EXCEEDING THE STATE OF INDIANA ACUTE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS.  BY INSTALLING A GROUNDWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM
DOWNGRADIENT OF THE WASTES, THIS UNACCEPTABLE DISCHARGE IS CONTROLLED. THE PERFORMANCE GOALS OF THE
COLLECTION SYSTEM ARE TO: COLLECT GROUNDWATER PRIOR TO DISCHARGE INTO THE MAUMEE RIVER AND REDUCE
INFILTRATION INTO THE COLLECTION SYSTEM FROM RIVER RECHARGE.

THE FATE OF THE COLLECTED GROUNDWATER WILL BE DETERMINED DURING THE RD PHASE OF THE PROJECT.  BASED ON
CURRENT INFORMATION, IT IS NOT KNOWN WHETHER TREATMENT OF THE COLLECTED GROUNDWATER WILL BE NECESSARY. IF  
THE COMBINED GROUNDWATER MEETS THE FOLLOWING TWO CRITERIA, MONITORING RATHER THAN TREATMENT WOULD BE
ACCEPTABLE PRIOR TO DISCHARGING IT TO THE MAUMEE RIVER:

        *    THE CONTAMINANT LEVELS PRESENT IN THE COMBINED
             GROUNDWATER FLOW MEETS THE NPDES PERMIT LIMITS
             ESTABLISHED FOR A DISCHARGE TO THE MAUMEE RIVER; AND

        *    THE CONTAMINANT LEVELS PRESENT IN THE COMBINED
             GROUNDWATER FLOW ARE AT OR BELOW THOSE LEVELS
             ACHIEVED BY THE BEST AVAILABLE TECHNOLOGY (BAT).

IF THE CONTAMINANT LEVELS PRESENT IN THE COMBINED GROUNDWATER FLOW EXCEED THESE CRITERIA, THEN GROUNDWATER
TREATMENT PRIOR TO DISCHARGING TO THE MAUMEE RIVER WOULD BE NECESSARY.  THIS CAN BE ACCOMPLISHED BY AN  
ON-SITE TREATMENT PLANT.  THE OTHER OPTION WOULD BE USING THE POTW.  ANY DISCHARGE TO THE POTW WOULD HAVE TO
MEET THE PRETREATMENT STANDARDS OF THE POTW.

THE REMOVAL OF DRUMS, A PRIMARY SOURCE FOR GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION, MAY IMPACT THE LENGTH OF TIME
GROUNDWATER COLLECTION AND MONITORING OR TREATMENT IS NECESSARY.  THEREFORE, A REVIEW PROGRAM WILL BE
ESTABLISHED DURING THE RD PHASE OF THE PROJECT. THE PURPOSE OF THIS REVIEW PROGRAM IS TO ESTABLISH SET
PERIODS IN TIME WHEN U.S. EPA IN CONJUNCTION WITH IDEM WILL EVALUATE ALL THE DATA PERTAINING TO THE
GROUNDWATER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT, OR GROUNDWATER COLLECTION AND MONITORING, PROGRAM IN PLACE.  BASED ON



THE REVIEW, U.S. EPA IN CONJUNCTION WITH IDEM CAN THEN DECIDE WHETHER TO CONTINUE, MODIFY OR ELIMINATE THE
PROGRAM IN PLACE.

3.   EXCAVATION OF RISK-BASED AREA C FOR DRUM REMOVAL

THIS COMPONENT OF THE REMEDY INCLUDES THE REMOVAL OF DRUMS.  THE AREA TO BE EXCAVATED IS THAT PORTION OF THE
SITE DEFINED AS RISK-BASED AREA C. A TOTAL OF 4,600 INTACT DRUMS IS ESTIMATED TO BE CONTAINED IN AREA C. THE
REMOVAL OF 4,600 DRUMS REPRESENTS A MAXIMUM REDUCTION IN DRUMS CONTAINING LIQUIDS IN THE WESTERN PORTION OF
THE SITE.

4.   INCINERATION OF DRUMMED LIQUIDS

THIS COMPONENT REQUIRES THE DRUMMED LIQUID WASTES BE INCINERATED.  THE FS SPECIFIED INCINERATION BEING
IMPLEMENTED AT AN OFF-SITE RCRA COMPLIANT INCINERATOR.  THE SELECTED REMEDY HOWEVER IS BEST CONFIGURED TO
ALLOW FOR THE OPTION OF INCINERATING THE DRUMMED LIQUIDS ON-SITE OR OFF-SITE, DEPENDING ON WHICH OPTION IS
LESS COSTLY AT THE TIME OF REMEDY IMPLEMENTATION.  THE SHORT-TERM RISKS TO THE COMMUNITY DURING ON-SITE  
INCINERATION ARE MANAGEABLE, AND BALANCE AGAINST THE RISKS TO THE COMMUNITY DURING THE OFF-SITE TRANSPORT OF
WASTES TO AN OFF-SITE INCINERATOR.

5.   RECONSOLIDATION OF SOILS/WASTES ON-SITE

THIS COMPONENT OF THE REMEDY REQUIRES THE RECONSOLIDATION OF THE EXCAVATED SOILS/WASTES ON-SITE.  ALTHOUGH
INCINERATING THE SOILS/WASTES WOULD PROVIDE FOR A COMPLETE DESTRUCTION OF THE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS, THE  
INCINERATION PROCESS MIGHT RESULT IN A POTENTIALLY TOXIC ASH.  THIS ASH WOULD BE REDEPOSITED ON-SITE AND THE
INORGANIC CONSTITUENTS IN THE ASH WOULD PRESENT A RISK TO THE ENVIRONMENT.  THEREFORE, A MINIMAL REDUCTION IN
RISK IS OBTAINED BY INCINERATING THE SOILS/WASTES.  INCINERATING THE SOILS/WASTES WOULD HOWEVER RESULT IN A
SIGNIFICANT COST INCREASE (5 TO 7 TIMES THE CAPITAL COST OF ALTERNATIVE 4C). A COMPARISON OF THE BENEFITS
(RISK REDUCTION) RECEIVED FROM INCINERATING THE SOILS/WASTES TO THE   ASSOCIATED COST INCREASE MAKES
INCINERATING THE SOILS/WASTES IMPRACTICAL.  IN ADDITION, THE OTHER COMPONENTS OF THIS REMEDY ENSURE ADEQUATE
PROTECTION IS PROVIDED AGAINST THE SOILS/WASTES RECONSOLIDATED   AT THE SITE.

6.   SOIL COVER

AFTER CONSIDERING THE REMEDIAL ACTION GOALS FOR THE SITE, THE OTHER COMPONENTS IN THE REMEDY AND THE
TECHNICAL INFORMATION ON THE SITE, IT WAS DETERMINED THAT A HYBRID CLOSURE UNDER CERCLA AUTHORITY IS THE  
APPROPRIATE CLOSURE FOR THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE.  THIS HYBRID CLOSURE IS BASICALLY A SOIL COVER THAT
MEETS THE FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS:

      *    A COMPACTED COVER THAT IS APPLIED, COMPACTED AND
           MAINTAINED CONTINUOUSLY OVER ANY POINT OF THE AREA.

      *    THE FINAL COVER SHALL HAVE A SLOPE OF NOT LESS THAN 2%
           AND NOT GREATER THAN 33%.

      *    THE COVER SOIL SHALL BE OF A UNIFIED SOIL
           CLASSIFICATION OF ML, CL, MH, CH OR OH, OR OTHER
           MATERIAL DETERMINED TO BE SUITABLE.

      *    THE MAXIMUM PROJECTED EROSION RATE SHALL BE 5 TONS PER
           ACRE PER YEAR.

IN ADDITION, A MAINTENANCE PROGRAM INCLUSIVE AT A MINIMUM OF THE FOLLOWING, WILL BE NECESSARY FOR THE SOIL
COVER:

        *    INSPECTIONS
        *    MAINTENANCE OF FINAL COVER AND VEGETATION
        *    MAINTENANCE OF THE FINAL CONTOURS TO PROVIDE FOR
             MINIMUM SLOPE AND NO PONDING OF WATER
        *    CONTROL OF VEGETATION

7.   FLOOD PROTECTION AND WETLANDS

THIS REMEDY REQUIRES THE IMPLEMENTATION OF FLOOD PROTECTION MEASURES AS PART OF THE SITE IS LOCATED WITHIN



THE 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN.  IN ADDITION, ALL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES UNDER THIS REMEDY SHOULD NOT ADVERSELY
IMPACT THE TWO ON-SITE WETLANDS.  IF AN ADVERSE IMPACT TO EITHER WETLANDS IS UNAVOIDABLE THAN THE LOSS SHOULD
BE COMPENSATED THROUGH ENHANCEMENT OF AN ON-SITE WETLANDS.

#SD
XI.   STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

U.S. EPA AND IDEM BELIEVE THE SELECTED REMEDY SATISFIES THE STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS TO :  PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH
AND THE ENVIRONMENT, ATTAIN ARARS, BE COST-EFFECTIVE, UTILIZE PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATE  TREATMENT 
TECHNOLOGIES OR RESOURCE RECOVERY TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE AND PROVIDE THE PREFERENCE
FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT.

A.  PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

THE SELECTED REMEDY (ALTERNATIVE 4C) PROVIDES PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT THROUGH A
COMBINATION OF TREATMENT AND ENGINEERING AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS.

1.  MUNICIPAL LANDFILL

THE RISK ASSESSMENT INDICATES THIS PORTION OF THE SITE DOES NOT POSE A THREAT THROUGH DIRECT CONTACT WITH
SURFACE SOILS OR MIGRATION OF GROUNDWATER TO THE MAUMEE RIVER.  THE PRIMARY FOCUS FOR THIS COMPONENT OF THE
REMEDY IS MONITORING FUTURE POTENTIAL RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PORTION OF THE SITE BY IMPLEMENTING A
LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM AND PROVIDING A SUBTITLE D - SOLID WASTE LANDFILL CLOSURE (SOIL  
COVER WITH FLOOD PROTECTION MEASURES). THIS IS THE APPROPRIATE EXTENT OF ACTION NEEDED AT THIS TIME TO ENSURE
PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

2.  WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE

EXCAVATION FOR BURIED DRUMS AND INCINERATION OF THE DRUM CONTENTS WILL PROVIDE A SIGNIFICANT REDUCTION IN THE
PRIMARY SOURCE OF CONTAMINANT RELEASES TO SUBSURFACE SOILS AND GROUNDWATER.  THE GROUNDWATER COLLECTION
SYSTEM ADEQUATELY ADDRESSES THE CURRENTLY UNACCEPTABLE GROUNDWATER AND GROUNDWATER SEEP DISCHARGE TO THE
MAUMEE RIVER.  IN ADDITION, THE GROUNDWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM WILL ADEQUATELY ADDRESS ANY  FUTURE MIGRATION
OF CONTAMINANTS INTO GROUNDWATER FROM THE CONTAMINATED SOILS/WASTES REMAINING ON-SITE.  THE COLLECTED
GROUNDWATER WILL BE PROPERLY TREATED, IF DETERMINED TO BE NECESSARY, AND DISCHARGED.  THE   SOIL COVER AND
ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, CONTROLLING FUTURE USES OF THE SITE, ELIMINATE ANY DIRECT CONTACT THREAT DUE TO THE
CONTAMINATED SOILS/WASTES REMAINING AT THE SITE.  THE USE OF FLOOD PROTECTION MEASURES WILL ENSURE THE
CONTAMINATED SOILS/WASTES REMAINING ON-SITE WITHIN THE FLOODPLAIN ARE NOT EXPOSED, THEREBY ELIMINATING ANY
THREATS ASSOCIATED WITH EXPOSED SOILS/WASTES.

THE SHORT-TERM IMPACT OF THE DRUM EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE CONSTRUCTION ARE MANAGEABLE AND CAN BE ACCOMPLISHED
IN AN ENVIRONMENTALLY SOUND FASHION.  LIKEWISE, THE OFF-SITE TRANSPORT OR ON-SITE INCINERATION OF THE
ESTIMATED 4,600 DRUMS PRESENT MANAGEABLE SHORT-TERM IMPACTS.

B.    ATTAINMENT OF APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)

THE SELECTED REMEDY - ALTERNATIVE 4C - WILL MEET ALL ARARS OF FEDERAL, AND MORE STRINGENT STATE ENVIRONMENTAL
LAWS.  TABLE 14 PRESENTS THE ARAR REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SELECTED REMEDY. TWO TYPES OF ARARS ADDRESSED IN TABLE
14 WARRANT FURTHER EXPLANATION: CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS, AND CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATION LIMITS IN GROUNDWATER.

THE CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS OF THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) ARE NOT "APPLICABLE" BECAUSE THE
WASTES AT THE SITE WERE LANDFILLED BEFORE RCRA REQUIREMENTS TOOK EFFECT, AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED
REMEDY WILL NOT CONSTITUTE NEW LAND DISPOSAL OF THE WASTES.

UNDER THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE, WASTE CURRENTLY PRESENT ON THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE WILL BE EXCAVATED
TO ALLOW FOR THE REMOVAL OF DRUMS, THE SOIL AND WASTES WILL THEN BE RECONSOLIDATED IN THE GROUND WITHIN THE
AREA OF CONTAMINATION. THIS RECONSOLIDATION OF SOIL AND WASTE DOES NOT CONSTITUTE DISPOSAL OF THE MATERIAL SO
RCRA SUBTITLE C CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT APPLICABLE, BUT THEY ARE RELEVANT. AFTER CONSIDERING RCRA
SUBTITLE C CLOSURE IN PLACE FOR THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE, IT WAS DETERMINED THAT IT WOULD NOT BE
APPROPRIATE BASED ON THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SITE (SEE DISCUSSION IN TABLE 14, ACTION   SPECIFIC ARARS,
UNDER POTENTIAL ARAR: 40 CFR 264). UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES PRESENT, IT IS MORE APPROPRIATE TO PURSUE A
"HYBRID" CLOSURE APPROACH, SIMILAR TO THE APPROACH OUTLINED IN THE PROPOSED RCRA REGULATIONS AT 52 FEDERAL
REGISTER 8712 (MARCH 19, 1987). WHILE RCRA SUBTITLE C CLOSURE IS THUS DETERMINED NOT TO BE AN ARAR FOR THE 



WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE, THE SELECTED "HYBRID" CLOSURE COMBINES CERTAIN APPROPRIATE ASPECTS OF RCRA
"CLEAN CLOSURE" WITH APPROPRIATE ASPECTS OF RCRA "CLOSURE IN PLACE" AND A PURGE AND TREAT SYSTEM FOR
CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER.

THE EASTERN PORTION OF THE SITE PRIMARILY CONTAINS MUNICIPAL REFUSE. CLOSURE UNDER RCRA SUBTITLE D, AS
DESCRIBED IN INDIANA REQUIREMENTS, IS NOT APPLICABLE DUE TO THE DATES THE LANDFILL WAS OPERATED, BUT IT IS 
RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE AND THUS DETERMINED TO BE THE ACTION SPECIFIC ARAR FOR CLOSURE OF THIS PORTION OF
THE SITE. (SEE DISCUSSION IN TABLE 14, ACTION SPECIFIC ARARS, UNDER POTENTIAL ARARS: INDIANA REQUIREMENTS:  
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PERMIT REGULATIONS).  AN EVALUATION OF CLOSURE OPTIONS IS FURTHER DISCUSSED IN THE FS
(PAGES 4-9 TO 4-11).

MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVELS (MCL) AND MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL GOALS (MCLG) UNDER THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT
ARE SIMILARLY NOT ARARS FOR THIS SITE. AS THE AFFECTED GROUNDWATER IS NOT A DRINKING WATER SOURCE, MCLS AND
MCLGS ARE NOT "APPLICABLE" STANDARDS. FURTHER, SINCE THERE IS LITTLE POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE USE OF THE AFFECTED
GROUNDWATER BETWEEN THE SOURCE OF CONTAMINATION AND THE KNOWN PROJECTED POINTS OF GROUNDWATER  DISCHARGE INTO
THE MAUMEE RIVER ADJACENT TO THE SITE, MCLS AND MCLGS ARE NOT "RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE" STANDARDS. AS NOTED
ABOVE IN THE SELECTED REMEDY SECTION, SARA SECTION 121(D)(2)(B)(II) SPECIFICALLY RECOGNIZES THAT
CIRCUMSTANCES SUCH AS THOSE AT THIS  SITE ARE APPROPRIATE FOR APPLICATION OF ALTERNATE CONCENTRATION LIMITS
(ACL) AS DETERMINED BY A PROCESS SET OUT IN RCRA REGULATIONS AT 40 CFR 264.94. WHILE THIS RCRA ACL REGULATION
IS NOT APPLICABLE (SEE CLOSURE DISCUSSION ABOVE), IT IS RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE AT THIS SITE. THE PROCESS OF
DETERMINING THE ACLS WILL TAKE PLACE DURING THE RD.

C.  COST-EFFECTIVENESS

1.  MUNICIPAL LANDFILL

THE COMPONENTS SELECTED REPRESENT THE MOST COST-EFFECTIVE MEANS FOR ADDRESSING THE LONG-TERM CONCERNS
ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PORTION OF THE SITE.

2.  WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE

THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FOLLOWING COMPONENTS OF THE SELECTED REMEDY - ALTERNATIVE 4C - ARE NECESSARY TO
PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT:

        *    ACCESS RESTRICTIONS

        *    GROUNDWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM

        *    GROUNDWATER TREATMENT, IF NECESSARY

        *    FLOOD PROTECTION AND WETLANDS PROTECTION

THE ADDITIONAL COST ASSOCIATED WITH EXCAVATING AND INCINERATING THE DRUM CONTENTS FROM RISK-BASED AREA C
ENSURES THE DRUM CONTENTS ARE PERMANENTLY TREATED.  INCINERATING THE DRUM CONTENTS PROVIDES FOR A MAXIMUM
REDUCTION IN THE CONTAMINANTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE DRUM CONTENTS. PERMANENT TREATMENT CAN NOT BE GAINED FOR
ANY LESSER COSTS AND THE WASTES OF MOST CONCERN, DUE TO THEIR TOXIC AND MOBILE NATURE, ARE TREATED.  ALTHOUGH
ALTERNATIVES 4A AND 4B INCLUDE DRUM REMOVAL AS A COMPONENT, THEY DO NOT PROVIDE AS SIGNIFICANT A REDUCTION IN
THE NUMBER OF DRUMS AT THE SITE. AS THE INCREASE IN CAPITAL COSTS FROM ALTERNATIVE 4A TO 4C IS ONLY SLIGHT
AND ALTERNATIVE 4C ACHIEVES THE MOST CONTAMINANT REDUCTION, IT WAS DETERMINED THAT ALTERNATIVE 4C PROVIDES
THE BEST BALANCE BETWEEN BENEFITS ACHIEVED AND COST.

ALTERNATIVE 5 (A, B, C) IS THE ONLY ALTERNATIVE BESIDES ALTERNATIVE 4 TO PROVIDE TREATMENT OF THE WASTE
MATERIALS ON-SITE. ALTERNATIVE 5 (A, B, AND C) INCLUDES INCINERATION OF THE CONTAMINATED SOILS/WASTES AS WELL
AS THE DRUM CONTENTS. ALTERNATIVE 5A DOES NOT PROVIDE AS MUCH TREATMENT AS ALTERNATIVE 4C BUT WOULD COST MORE
THAN ALTERNATIVE 4C.  ALTERNATIVES 5B AND 5C PROVIDE TREATMENT TO AREAS RELATIVELY THE SAME SIZE AS
ALTERNATIVE 4C AND THE INCINERATION OF BOTH DRUM CONTENTS AND SOILS/WASTES FROM THESE AREAS WOULD PROVIDE A
GREATER DEGREE OF CLEANUP.  ALTHOUGH INCINERATION WOULD PROVIDE A COMPLETE REDUCTION OF ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS
IN THE SOILS/WASTES, THE POTENTIALLY TOXIC ASH FROM THE INCINERATION PROCESS WOULD BE BURIED ON-SITE. BY
REDEPOSITING THE ASH ON-SITE, THE COLLECTION OF GROUNDWATER AND A LONG-TERM MANAGEMENT PROGRAM WOULD STILL BE
REQUIRED FOR THE SITE. IN ADDITION THE COST OF ALTERNATIVE 5B AND 5C IS 5 TO 7 TIMES THE CAPITAL COST FOR
ALTERNATIVE 4C. AS ALTERNATIVE 5B AND 5C DO NOT PROVIDE A PROPORTIONALLY GREATER REDUCTION IN RISK TO THE
ENVIRONMENT FOR THE ADDITIONAL COST, THE COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF THESE ALTERNATIVES IS QUESTIONABLE.



ALTHOUGH ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3 ARE LESS COSTLY THAN THE SELECTED REMEDY, THE LONG-TERM UNCERTAINTIES
ASSOCIATED WITH SOLELY CONTAINMENT TYPE REMEDIES INCREASES THE POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE REMEDIAL ACTION COSTS. 
THEREFORE, THESE ALTERNATIVES DO NOT PROVIDE THE MOST COST-EFFECTIVE SOLUTION TO THE SITE PROBLEMS.

D.   UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT
     PRACTICABLE

1.   MUNICIPAL LANDFILL

THE RISK ASSESSMENT DID NOT INDICATE A NEED TO PURSUE ANY ACTION ON THIS PORTION OF THE SITE BEYOND LONG-TERM
MANAGEMENT.  IF A NEED TO PURSUE FURTHER ACTION AROSE, THE MORE PERMANENT SOLUTIONS, SUCH AS   INCINERATION,
WOULD BE TOO COSTLY.  THIS IS PRIMARILY DUE TO THE SIZE OF THE AREA, AND TECHNICAL UNCERTAINTIES CAUSED BY
THE HETEROGENEOUS WASTE TYPE IN THIS AREA OF THE SITE.

2.   WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE

THE SELECTED REMEDY - ALTERNATIVE 4C - FOCUSES ON PROVIDING PERMANENT AND SIGNIFICANT TREATMENT FOR A PORTION
OF THE WASTES OF CONCERN (DRUMMED LIQUIDS).  IDENTIFICATION, EXCAVATION, AND TREATMENT OF THESE   WASTES IS
IMPLEMENTABLE.  THE ALTERNATIVES PROVIDING A GREATER DEGREE OF PERMANENCE PRESENT SIGNIFICANT COST AND
IMPLEMENTABILITY ISSUES RENDERING SUCH ALTERNATIVES NOT PRACTICABLE.

E.   PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT

1.   MUNICIPAL LANDFILL

AS THE ONLY ACTION REQUIRED AS DETERMINED BY THE RISK ASSESSMENT AT THIS TIME IS A LONG-TERM MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM, TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT IS NOT WARRANTED.

2.  WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE

TREATMENT OF THE DRUMMED LIQUID WASTES TO REDUCE THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND OF THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES IN
THIS PORTION OF THE SITE IS PERMANENT.  THEREFORE, THE PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT IS MET
BY THE SELECTED REMEDY.
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TABLES AND ATTACHMENTS
                                   TABLE 5
                        CHEMICALS DETECTED, BY MEDIA
                            FORT WAYNE REDUCTION

                                ONSITE                 LEACHATE
                                SURFACE       LEACHATE SEEPS      TEST
   CHEMICALS                    SOIL          SEEPS    SEDIMENT   PITS

   VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS

   ACETONE                     NOT ANALYZED            X          X
   BENZENE                     NOT ANALYZED   X                   X
   2-BUTANONE                  NOT ANALYZED                       X
   CARBON DISULFIDE            NOT ANALYZED                       X
   CHLOROBENZENE               NOT ANALYZED   X        X          X
   CHLOROETHANE                NOT ANALYZED   X
   CHLOROFORM                  NOT ANALYZED
   1,1-DICHLOROETHANE          NOT ANALYZED   X                   X
   1,1-DICHLOROETHENE          NOT ANALYZED   X
   TRANS-1,2-DICHLOROETHENE    NOT ANALYZED   X                   X
   ETHYLBENZENE                NOT ANALYZED   X        X          X
   2-HEXANONE                  NOT ANALYZED                       X
   METHYLENE CHLORIDE          NOT ANALYZED   X                   X
   4-METHYL-2-PENTANONE        NOT ANALYZED   X                   X
   STYRENE                     NOT ANALYZED                       X
   TETRACHLOROETHENE           NOT ANALYZED   X                   X
   TOLUENE                     NOT ANALYZED   X        X          X
   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE       NOT ANALYZED   X                   X
   TRICHLOROETHENE             NOT ANALYZED   X        X          X
   VINYL CHLORIDE              NOT ANALYZED   X
   XYLENES                     NOT ANALYZED   X        X          X

   ACID EXTRACTABLE

   BENZOIC ACID                                                   X
   2-4-DIMETHYLPHENOL               X         X        X          X
   2-METHYLPHENOL                   X         X        X          X
   4-METHYLPHENOL                   X         X        X          X
   2-NITROPHENOL                                                  X
   4-NITROPHENOL
   PNTACHLOROPHENOL                                               X
   PHENOL                           X         X        X          X



   BASE/NEUTRAL EXTRACTABLE
   POLYCYCLIC AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS

   ACENAPHTHENE
   ACENAPHTHYLENE                                      X          X
   ANTHRACENE                                                     X
   BENZO(A)ANTHRACENE               X                  X          X
   BENZO(A)PYRENE                   X                  X          X
   BENZO(B)FLUORANTHENE             X                  X          X
   BENZO(K)FLUORANTHENE             X                  X          X
   BENZO(HG,H,I)PERYLENE            X                  X          X
   CHRYSENE                         X                  X          X
   DIBENZO(A,H) ANTHRACENE                                        X
   FLUORANTHENE                     X                  X          X
   FLUORENE                                                       X
   INDENO(1,2,3-CD)PYRENE           X                  X          X
   2-METHYLNAPHTHALENE                                 X          X
   NAPHTHALENE                      X                  X          X
   PHENANTHRENE                     X                  X          X
   PYRENE                           X                  X          X

   PHTHALATES

   BUTYL BENZYL PHTHALATE           X                  X          X
   BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE       X                  X          X
   DI-N-BUTYL PHTHALATE             X                  X          X
   DIETHYL PHTHALATE                                              X
   DIMETHYL PHTHALATE               X
   DI-N-OCTYL PHTHALATE             X                  X          X

   OTHER BASE/NEUTRALS
   BENZYL ALCOHOL                                                 X
   1,2-DICHLOROBENZENE              X                             X
   1,3-DICHLOROBENZENE                                            X
   1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE                                            X
   DIBENZOFURAN                                                   X
   ISOPHORONE
   N-NITROSOMETHYLAMINE
   N-NITROSODIPHENYLAMINE                                         X
   1,2,4-TRICHLOROBENZENE                                         X

   PESTICIDES/PCBS

   ALDRIN                                                         X
   PCB                              X                  X
   ALPHA-BHC                                                      X
   DELTA-BHC
   GAMMA-BHC(LINDANE)                                             X
   HEPTACHLOR                                                     X



   INORGANICS

   ALUMINUM                         X         X        X          X
   ANTIMONY                         X                             X
   ARSENIC                          X         X                   X
   BARIUM                           X         X        X          X
   BERYLLIUM                                                      X
   CADMIUM                          X         X        X          X
   CHROMIUM                         X         X                   X
   COBALT                                     X        X          X
   COPPER                                     X        X          X
   CYANIDE                                    X                   X
   IRON                             X         X        X          X
   LEAD                             X         X        X          X
   MANGANESE                        X         X        X          X
   MERCURY                          X         X        X          X
   NICKEL                           X         X        X          X
   SELENIUM
   SILVER                           X                  X          X
   TIN                              X                             X
   VANADIUM                         X         X        X          X
   ZINC                             X                             X

   NOTE: CALCIUM, MAGNESIUM, POTASSIUM, AND SODIUM WERE DETECTED IN ALL MEDIA
         AND ARE NOT PRESENTED HERE



                                TABLE 5(CONTINUED)
                        CHEMICALS DETECTED, BY MEDIA
                            FORT WAYNE REDUCTION

                                                       ONSITE     ONSITE
                               MONITORING              WATER      SURFACE
   CHEMICALS                     WELLS       PRODUCT   SEDIMENT   WATER

   VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS

   ACETONE                                             X
   BENZENE                          X                  X
   2-BUTANONE
   CARBON DISULPHIDE
   CHLOROBENZENE                    X
   CHLOROETHANE
   CHLOROFORM                                                     X
   1,1-DICHLOROETHANE                         X
   1,1-DICHLRORETHENE
   TRANS-1,2-DICHLOROETHENE                                       X
   ETHYLBENZENE                               X
   2-HEXANONE
   METHYLENE CHLORIDE               X         X        X
   4-METHYL-2-PENTANONE
   STYRENE
   TETRACHLOROETHENE                          X
   TOLUENE                          X                  X
   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE                      X
   TRICHLOROETHENE                            X        X
   VINYL CHLORIDE
   XYLENES                          X         X

   ACID EXTRACTABLE

   BENZOIC ACID
   2-4-DIMETHYLPHENOL               X         X
   2-METHYLPHENOL                             X                   X
   4-METHYLPHENOL                             X
   2-NITROPHENOL                                                  X
   4-NITROPHENOL                              X
   PENTACHLOROPHENOL                          X
   PHENOL                                     X

   BASE/NEUTRAL EXTRACTABLE
   POLYCYCLIC AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS

   ACENAPHTHENE                                        X
   ACENAPHTHYLENE                                      X
   ANTHRACENE                                          X
   BENZO(A)ANTHRACENE                                  X
   BENZO(A)PYRENE                                      X
   BENZO(B)FLUORANTHENE                                X
   BENZO(K)FLUORANTHENE                                X
   BENZO(HG,H,I)PERYLENE                               X
   CHRYSENE                                            X
   DIBENZO(A,H) ANTHRACENE                             X
   FLUORANTHENE                                        X
   FLUORENE                                            X
   INDENO(1,2,3-CD)PYRENE                              X
   2-METHYLNAPHTHALENE                        X
   NAPHTHALENE                                X
   PHENANTHRENE                               X        X
   PYRENE                                              X



   PHTHALATES

   BUTYL BENZYL PHTHALATE                     X        X
   BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE       X         X        X
   DI-N-BUTYL PHTHALATE
   DIETHYL PHTHALATE                          X
   DIMETHYL PHTHALATE
   DI-N-OCTYL PHTHALATE             X

   OTHER BASE/NEUTRALS

   BENZYL ALCOHOL
   1,2-DICHLOROBENZENE
   1,3-DICHLOROBENZENE
   1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE
   DIBENZOFURAN
   ISOPHORONE                                 X
   N-NITROSOMETHYLAMINE
   N-NITROSODIPHENYLAMINE
   1,2,4-TRICHLOROBENZENE

   PESTICIDES/PCBS

   ALDRIN
   PCB
   ALPHA-BHC                        X
   DELTA-BHC
   GAMMA-BHC(LINDANE)
   HEPTACHLOR

   INORGANICS

   ALUMINUM                         X   NOT ANALYZED   X          X
   ANTIMONY                             NOT ANALYZED
   ARSENIC                          X   NOT ANALYZED
   BARIUM                           X   NOT ANALYZED   X          X
   BERYLLIUM                        X   NOT ANALYZED
   CADMIUM                          X   NOT ANALYZED   X          X
   CHROMIUM                         X   NOT ANALYZED
   COBALT                           X   NOT ANALYXED   X
   COPPER                           X   NOT ANALYZED   X
   CYNIDE                           X   NOT ANALYZED              X
   IRON                             X   NOT ANALYZED              X
   LEAD                                 NOT ANALYZED   X          X
   MANGANESE                        X   NOT ANALYZED   X          X
   MERCURY                          X   NOT ANALYZED
   NICKLE                           X   NOT ANALYZED
   SELENIUM                         X   NOT ANALYZED
   SILVER                           X   NOT ANALYZED
   TIN                              X   NOT ANALYZED
   VANADIUM                         X   NOT ANALYZED   X
   ZINC                             X   NOT ANALYZED

   NOTE: CALCIUM, MAGNESIUM, POTASSIUM, AND SODIUM WERE DETECTED IN ALL MEDIA
         AND ARE NOT PRESENTED HERE



                                   TABLE 6
                       POTENTIAL CHEMICALS OF CONCERN
                            FORT WAYNE REDUCTION

   ACETONE                      DIBUTYL PHTHALATE   PAH'S
   ANTIMONY                     1,1-DICHLOROETHANE  PCBS
   ARSENIC                      1,1-DICHLOROETHENE  PHENOL
   BARIUM                       2,4-DIMETHYL PHENOL SILVER
   BENZENE                      METHYLENE CHLORIDE  TETRACHLOROETHENE
   BERYLLIUM                    ETHYLBENZENE        TOLUENE
   BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE   LEAD                1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE
   CADMIUM                      MANGANESE           TRICHLOROETHENE
   CHLOROBENZENE                MERCURY             VANADIUM
   CHLOROFORM                   2-METHYLPHENOL      VINYL CHLORIDE
   CHROMIUM                     4-METHYLPHENOL      XYLENES
   COPPER                       4-METHYL-2-
                                PENTANONE           ZINC
   CYANIDE                      NICKLE

   PAH'S INCLUDE BENZO(A)ANTHRACENE, BENZO(A)PYRENE, BENZO(B)FLUORANTHENE,
   CHRYSENE, DIBENZO(A,H)ANTHRACENE, AND INDENO(1,2,3-C,D)PYRENE.



                                  TABLE 11
                         SOIL TARGET CONCENTRATIONS
                           BASED ON SOIL INGESTION

   CHEMICAL                        RESIDENTIAL              COMMERCIAL
                                     TARGET                   TARGET
                                   MG/KG(A)                 MG/KG(B)

   ACETONE                         15,000                       70,000
   ALDRIN*                          0.041                        0.807
   ANTIMONY                            60                          280
   BARIUM                           7,500                       35,000
   BENZENE*                            13                          260
   BERYLLIUM                          750                        3,500
   BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE*      1,000                       20,000
   2-BUTANONE                       7,500                       35,000
   CADMIUM                             44                          200
   CHLOROBENZENE                    4,000                       19,000
   CHLOROFORM*                        8.6                          170
   CHROMIUM III                   150,000                      700,000
   CHROMIUM IV                        750                        3,500
   DIBUTYL PHTHALATE               15,000                       70,000
   1,1-DICHLOROTHANE               18,000                       84,000
   1,1-DICHLOROETHENE*                1.2                           23
   2,4-DICHLOROPHENOL                 450                        2,100
   DIETHYL PHTHALATE            2,000,000                   91,000,000
   ETHYLBENZENE                    15,000                       70,000
   ISOPHORONE                      22,000                      100,000
   LEAD                               210                          980
   LINDANE*                         0.526                           10
   METHYLENE CHLORIDE*                 93                        1,800
   METHYL PHENOL                    7,500                       35,000
   4-METHYL-2-PENTANONE             7,500                       35,000
   NICKEL                           3,000                       14,000
   PAH'S**                              5                            5
   PCBS                                10                           10
   PENTACHLOROPHENOL                4,500                       21,000
   PHENOL                           6,000                       28,000
   STRYENE                         30,000                      140,000
   TETRACHLOROETHENE*                 140                        7,000
   TOLUENE                         45,000                      210,000
   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE           14,000                       63,000
   TRICHLOROETHENE*                    64                        1,200
   XYLENES                          1,500                        7,000
   VINYL CHLORIDE*                    0.3                           60
   ZINC                            32,000                      150,000

   NOTE: TARGET CONCENTRATIONS BASED ON THE FOLLOWING:
         NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS DERIVED FROM RFD VALUES
         * CARCINOGENIC RISK AT THE 10-6 LEVEL DERIVED FROM CANCER
           POTENCY FACTORS
        ** BASED ON BACKGROUND PAH LEVELS
       *** BASED ON EPA PCB SPILL CLEANUP GUIDELINES
       (A) RESIDENTIAL SETTING ASSUMES EXPOSURE THROUGH SOIL INGESTION
           AT 0.1 GRAM/DAY, 365 DAYS PER YEAR, AND 70 YEARS OF EXPOSURE.
       (B) COMMERCIAL SETTING ASSUMES EXPOSURE THROUGH SOIL INGESTION
           AT 0.05 GRAMS/DAY, 5 DAYS PER WEEK, 26 WEEKS PER YEAR.



                                   TABLE 12
                            SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

   ALTERNATIVE I--NO ACTION

   ALTERNATIVE 2-GROUNDWATER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT

        *   FENCE SITE
        *   ACCESS RESTRICTIONS
        *   SLURRY WALL AND COLLECTION TRENCH (DOWNGRADIENT OF WASTES)
        *   TREATMENT PLANT
        *   SOIL COVER
        *   MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE

   ALTERNATIVE 3-CONTAINMENT

        *   FENCE SITE
        *   ACCESS RESTRICTIONS
        *   SLURRY WALL AND COLLECTION TRENCH (ENCIRCLING WASTES)
        *   TREATMENT PLANT
        *   SOIL COVER
        *   MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE

   ALTERNATIVE 4-EXCAVATE SOIL/DA REMOVAL

        *   FENCE SITE
        *   ACCESS RESTRICTIONS
        *   ALTERNATIVE 2
        *   EXCAVATE SOIL AREA FOR OPTION 4A, 4B, OR 4C
        *   REMOVE DRUMS AND INCINERATE OFFSITE
        *   RECONSOLIDATE SOIL ONSITE
        *   SOIL COVER
        *   MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE

   ALTERNATIVE 5-INCINERATION

        *   FENCE SITE
        *   ACCESS RESTRICTION
        *   ALTERNATIVE 2 (EXCEPT SOIL COVER)
        *   EXCAVATE SOIL AND DRUMS BASE ON AREAS FOR OPTION 5A, SB, SC
        *   INCINERATE SOIL AND DRUMS
        *   DEPOSIT ASH ONSITE
        *   MULTILAYER CAP OVER THE ENTIRE AREA FOR OPTION SA
            AND SC; CAP ONLY ON FORMER PIT AREA FOR OPTION SA;
            SOIL COVER FOR THE REMAINDER, OF THE WESTERN
            PORTION OF THE SITE
        *   MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CLOSURE



                                TABLE 13
             APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

   LAW, REGULATION, POLICY,       ALTERNATIVE
        AND STANDARD              APPLICATION                1  2  3  4  5

   RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND
   RECOVERY ACT (RCRA)

   40 CFR 261:               DEFINITION AND IDENTIFICATION OF         X
   DEFINITION AND            WASTE MATERIAL AS HAZARDOUS
   IDENTIFICATION

   40 CFR 262:               GENERATOR REQUIREMENTS INCLUDE           X
   STANDARDS FOR GENERATORS  OF IDENTIFICATION OF WASTE
                             GENERATION ACTIVITY, OBTAINING
                             EPA ID NUMBER, RECORD KEEPING,
                             AND USE OF UNIFORM NATIONAL
                             MANIFEST

   40 CFR 263:               THE TRANSPORT OF HAZARDOUS WASTE         X
   STANDARDS FOR TRANSPORT   IS SUBJECT TO REQUIREMENTS
   OF HAZARDOUS WASTE        INCLUDING 007 REGULATIONS,
                             MANIFESTING, RECORD KEEPING,
                             AND DISCHARGE CLEANUP

   40 CFR 264:               INCINERATION REQUIREMENTS                X  X
   STANDARDS FOR TREATMENT
   OF HAZARDOUS WASTE

   LA CFR 264:               CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS (WESTERN
   STANDARDS FOR DISPOSAL    PORTION OF THE SITE
   :-
   OF HAZARDOUS WASTE        HYBRID CLOSURE (UNDER CERCLA)   X  X  X

                             LANDFILL CLOSURE WITHOUT MINIMUM            X
                             TECHNOLOGY REQUIREMENTS

   40 CFR 268:               EXCAVATED WASTE DISPOSED ONSITE             X
   AND DISPOSAL RESTRICTION  MAY BE SUBJECT TO LAND DISPOSAL
                             RESTRICTIONS IF PLACEMENT OCCURS.

   40 CFR 257:               CLOSURE' REQUIREMENTS (EASTERN     X  X  X  X
   STANDARDS FOR DISPOSAL    PORTION OF THE SITE)
   OF SOLID WASTE

   40 CFR 264, SUBPART I     STORAGE REQUIREMENTS FOR                 X  X
   CONTAINERS                CONTAINERS

   CLEAN WATER ACT(CWA)

   40 CFR 122, 125:          DISCHARGES OF EXTRACTED/TREATED    X  X  X  X
   NATIONAL POLLUTANT        GROUNDWATER WILL BE SUBJECT TO
   DISCHARGE ELIMINATION     SUBSTANTIVE REQUIREMENTS OF THE
   SYSTEMS (NPDES)           NPDES PROCESS IF DISCHARGED TO THE
                             MAUMEE RIVER. NPDES IS ADMINIS-
                             TERED BY THE STATE

   40 CFR 403:               DISCHARGES OF EXTRACTED/TREATED    X  X  X  X
   EFFLUENT GUIDELINES AND   GROUNDWATER WILL BE SUBJECT TO
   STANDARDS:  PRETREATMENT  PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS IF
   STANDARDS                 DISCHARGED TO THE POTW



   40 CFR 230:               ACTIONS IN A WETLAND OR FLOODPLAIN X  X  X  X
   DREDGE AND FILL
   REQUIREMENTS

   AMBIENT WATER QUALITY     AWQC MAY BE USED FOR DISCHARGE     X  X  X  X
   CRITERIA                  REQUIREMENTS WHERE THERE ARE NO
                             STATE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS

   CAA SECTION 109 AND       PRECONSTRUCTION REVIEW OF                   X
   40 CFR 50:  NATIONAL      INCINERATION
   AMBIENT AIR QUALITY
   STANDARDS
                             NAAQS FOR PM1O APPLIED TO          X  X  X  X
                             FUGITIVE DUST

   OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND
   HEALTH ACT

   29 CFR 1910:              WORKER SAFETY FOR CONSTRUCTION     X  X  X  X
   GENERAL STANDARDS FOR     AND OPERATION OF REMEDIAL ACTION
   WORK PROTECTION

   29 CFR 1910:              WORKER SAFETY FOR CONSTRUCTION     X  X  X  X
   REGULATIONS FOR WORKERS   AND OPERATION OF REMEDIAL ACTION
   INVOLVED IN HAZARDOUS
   WASTE OPERATIONS

   HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
   TRANSPORTATION ACT

   49 CFR 100 THROUGH 199:   THE TRANSPORT OF HAZARDOUS WASTE         X
   TRANSPORTATION OF         IS SUBJECT TO DOT REQUIREMENTS
   HAZARDOUS MATERIAL

   INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW
   OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS
   EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372

   40 CFR 29                 STATE AND LOCAL COORDINATION    X  X  X  X  X
                             AND REVIEW OF PROPOSED
                             EPA ASSISTED PROJECTS

   FISH AND WILDLIFE
   COORDINATION ACT

                             PROTECTION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE X  X  X  X  X
                             WHEN FEDERAL ACTIONS RESULT IN
                             THE CONTROL OR MODIFICATION OF A
                             NATURAL STREAM OR BODY OF WATER

   ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

   SECTION 7(C)              CONSULTATION WITH THE FISH AND     X  X  X  X
                             WILDLIFE SERVICE IF ACTION MAY
                             IMPACT ENDANGERED SPECIES OR
                             CRITICAL HABITAT



   EXECUTIVE ORDERS FOR
   FLOOD PLAINS (EO 11988)

   40 CFR PART 6, SUBPART A  PROTECTION OF FLOOD PLAINS         X  X  X  X
                             AFFECTED BY REMEDIAL ACTION

   EXECUTIVE ORDERS FOR
   WETLANDS                  PROTECTION OF WETLANDS AFFECTED    X  X  X  X
   (EO 11990)                BY REMEDIAL ACTION

   INDIANA REQUIREMENT
   INDIANA HAZARDOUS WASTE
   MANAGEMENT

   ARTICLE 4 (320IAC-4):
   -  WASTE GENERATION IDENTI-                                        X
      FICATION, STANDARDS FOR
      GENERATORS

   -  STANDARDS APPLICABLE   STANDARDS FOR INCINERATION                  X
      TO OWNERS AND OPERATORS
      OF HAZARDOUS WASTE
      FACILITIES
                             CLOSURE OF THE WESTERN PORTION
   -  CLOSURE/POST-CLOSURE   OF THE SITE:
                             -HYBRID CLOSURE (UNDER CERCLA)     X  X  X

                             -LANDFILL CLOSURE                           X

   SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT    CLOSURE OF EASTERN PORTION OF      X  X  X  X
   PERMITS 330 IAC' 5        THE SITE

   INDIANA WASTE TREATMENT
   FACILITIES REGULATION

   ARTICLE 3.1 (330-IAC)     CONSTRUCTION OF ONSITE             X  X  X  X
   FACILITY CONSTRUCTION     TREATMENT PLANT

   ARTICLE 3.1 (330-IAC
        CONSTRUCTION OF ONSITE             X  X  X  X
   FACILITY CONSTRUCTION     TREATMENT PLANT

   INDIANA WATER POLLUTION
   CONTROL BOARD

   ARTICLE 5 INDUSTRIAL PRE-
   TREATMENT AND NPDES
   PROGRAMS: - RULES 1
   THROUGH 10 NPDES          DISCHARGES OF EXTRACTED/TREATED    X  X  X  X
   PERMIT                    GROUNDWATER WILL BE SUBJECT TO
                             SUBSTANTIVE REQUIREMENTS OF THE
                             NPDES PROCESS IF DISCHARGED TO
                             THE MAUMEE RIVER. NPDES IS
                             ADMINISTERED BY THE STATE



   - RULES 11 THROUGH 15     DISCHARGES OF EXTRACTED/TREATED    X  X  X  X
   PRETREATMENT STANDARDS    GROUNDWATER WILL BE SUBJECT TO
                             PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS IF
                             DISCHARGED TO THE POTW

   INDIANA WATER QUALITY
   STANDARDS

   330 IAC 1-1 CURRENT       CAN BE USED TO SET DISCHARGE       X  X  X  X
   STANDARDS                 GOALS

   327 IAC 2-1 PROPOSED      CAN BE USED TO SET DISCHARGE       X  X  X  X
   STANDARDS                 GOALS



                            RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

IN ACCORDANCE WITH CERCLA SECTION 117, THE UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) AND THE
INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT (IDEM) RECENTLY HELD A PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FROM MAY 4,  
1988, TO JUNE 7, 1988.  THE PURPOSE OF THIS PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD WAS TO PERMIT INTERESTED PARTIES TO COMMENT
ON EPA'S FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) AND PROPOSED PLAN FOR ADDRESSING THE PROBLEMS AT THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION
SITE.  A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD MAY 11, 1988, TO PRESENT THE FS AND PROPOSED PLAN.

THE PURPOSE OF THIS RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY IS TO DOCUMENT EPA'S RESPONSES TO COMMENTS AND CRITICISMS RECEIVED
DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.  ALL OF THE COMMENTS SUMMARIZED IN THIS DOCUMENT WERE CONSIDERED PRIOR TO
EPA'S FINAL DECISION.

II.  BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

THE EPA HAS BEEN RESPONSIBLE FOR CONDUCTING THE COMMUNITY RELATIONS PROGRAM FOR THE SITE.  ASSISTANCE WAS
PROVIDED BY IDEM THROUGHOUT THE PROCESS.  A COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN WAS SUBMITTED AND APPROVED BY EPA IN
MAY, 1986. WHILE DEVELOPING THE COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN, RESIDENTS OF THE RIVERHAVEN COMMUNITY EXPRESSED
CONCERN OVER THE QUALITY OF THEIR DRINKING WATER.  THE RIVERHAVEN COMMUNITY IS LOCATED IN CLOSE PROXIMITY  
TO THE SITE AND THEIR DRINKING WATER IS SUPPLIED BY PRIVATELY OWNED GROUNDWATER WELLS.  IN RESPONSE TO THIS
CONCERN, EPA SAMPLED A REPRESENTATIVE NUMBER OF PRIVATE DRINKING WATER WELLS WITHIN THE COMMUNITY.  THE
SAMPLING RESULTS DID NOT SHOW CONTAMINATION TO BE PRESENT.

PRIOR TO INITIATING ANY FIELD ACTIVITIES, EPA AND IDEM DISTRIBUTED A "KICK-OFF" FACT SHEET AND HELD A
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) "KICK-OFF" MEETING.  THE PRIMARY PURPOSE OF THE FACT SHEET AND MEETING WAS TO  
PROVIDE THE COMMUNITY WITH INFORMATION ON THE SUPERFUND PROGRAM, THE SITE'S HISTORY, AND THE ACTIVITIES
PLANNED FOR THE RI PHASE OF THE PROJECT DURING THE RI THE FOLLOWING ACTIVITIES WERE CONDUCTED TO PROVIDE  
COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN THE RI/FS PROCESS:

      *    DISTRIBUTION OF FACT SHEET NO. 1 EXPLAINING THE RESULTS OF THE
           INITIAL FIELD INVESTIGATIONS AND THE SUBSEQUENT FIELD
           INVESTIGATIONS NECESSARY TO CHARACTERIZE THE SITE

      *    DISTRIBUTION OF FACT SHEET NO  2 EXPLAINING THE RESULTS OF THE
           SUBSEQUENT FIELD INVESTIGATIONS AND THE FS PHASE OF THE PROJECT

      *    CONDUCTANCE OF A PUBLIC AVAILABILITY SESSION TO ANSWER QUESTIONS
           ON THE RI REPORT

      *    PLACEMENT OF A NEWSPAPER AD ANNOUNCING THE AVAILABILITY OF THE
           FS AND PROPOSED PLAN AND THE DATE OF THE PUBLIC MEETING

      *    DISTRIBUTION OF A FACT SHEET SUMMARIZING THE FS AND PROPOSED PLAN

      *    CONDUCTANCE OF A PUBLIC MEETING TO PRESENT THE FS AND PROPOSED
           PLAN AS WELL AS RECEIVE PUBLIC COMMENT

APPROXIMATELY 40 PEOPLE ATTENDED THE PUBLIC MEETING ON THE FS AND PROPOSED PLAN.  SEVERAL QUESTIONS WERE
ASKED AT THE MEETING AND THE ORAL RESPONSE TO EACH OF THESE QUESTIONS IS PROVIDED IN THE OFFICIAL MEETING  
TRANSCRIPT. IN ADDITION, TWO FORMAL COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED DURING THE MEETING, BOTH FROM LOCAL INTEREST
GROUPS.  FIVE FORMAL WRITTEN COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:  THREE FROM AREA  
RESIDENTS, ONE FROM A POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY (PRP), AND ONE FROM A GROUP OF PRPS.

III. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND EPA RESPONSES

THE COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC MEETING AND PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ARE DIVIDED INTO THE FOLLOWING
SECTIONS:

      *    REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
      *    FEASIBILITY STUDY
      *    PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
      *    REGULATORY ISSUES
      *    PRP ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL



REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

   COMMENT #1:

THE REPORT, IN PURPORTING TO PINPOINT THE SITE HISTORY, CONTAMINANT SOURCES, CONTAMINANT TRANSPORT ROUTES,
EXPOSURE PATHWAYS AND PUBLIC HEALTH ENDANGERMENT, DOES NOT ADEQUATELY INVESTIGATE AND REPORT ON ALL POTENTIAL
RESPONSIBLE PARTIES, INCLUDING GENERATORS AT THE SITE NOR DOES IT ADEQUATELY ADDRESS THE HISTORIC USE OF THE
RIVER FRONT LAND UPSTREAM AND DOWNSTREAM OF THE SITE AS A LONG-TIME WIDELY USED DUMPING GROUND.

   COMMENT #2:

ALTHOUGH THE REPORT MENTIONS CONTIGUOUS PROPERTIES, INCLUDING DAGER AUTO PARTS JUNKYARD AND MARTIN'S
LANDFILL, NO DATA WAS GATHERED OR ANALYZED TO CHARACTERIZE THE CONTRIBUTION OF THESE OBVIOUSLY CONTAMINATED
PROPERTIES TO CONTAMINATION AT OR AROUND THE SITE NOR WAS THERE AN EVALUATION OF THE HISTORIC AERIAL
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THESE HISTORIC SOURCES OF CONTAMINATION.

   COMMENT #3:

ALTHOUGH ONLY LIMITED OFF-SITE SAMPLING ( UPRIVER AND UPGRADIENT ) WAS DONE, IT IS SIGNIFICANT TO NOTE THAT
SOME "BACKGROUND"SAMPLES FOR LEAD, ANTIMONY, AND ARSENIC WERE HIGHER THAN CONCENTRATIONS DETECTED ON SITE
THIS DATA, EVEN THOUGH NOT PART OF A COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS OF LIKELY OFFSITE SOURCES OF CONTAMINATION,
SUPPORTS PREVIOUS COMMENTS ABOUT OTHER LIKELY SOURCES OF CONTAMINATION MORE THOROUGH OFF-SITE AND UPRIVER,
UPGRADIENT INVESTIGATION SHOULD BE DONE TO MORE COMPLETELY DEFINE THOSE SOURCES OF CONTAMINATION THAT MIGHT
OTHERWISE BE ATTRIBUTED TO THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE.

   EPA RESPONSE:

THE RESPONSE TO THESE COMMENTS IS DIVIDED INTO THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS:

      *    POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY (PRPS)--INVESTIGATION AND
           IDENTIFICATION

      *    REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT--AREA AROUND THE SITE

POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY - INVESTIGATION AND IDENTIFICATION

THE PRIMARY OBJECTIVE OF THE RI WAS TO GATHER AND EVALUATE THAT DATA NECESSARY TO:

      *    DEFINE THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF SITE CONTAMINATION SOURCES AND
           THE POTENTIAL ROUTES OF CONTAMINANT RELEASE AND MIGRATION

      *    QUANTIFY THE POTENTIAL IMPACT AND RISKS TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
           ENVIRONMENT FROM THE PRESENCE OF OR RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS FROM THE SITE

      *    DEFINE REMEDIAL MEASURES THAT REDUCE THE RISK OR THREAT POSED BY
           THE PRESENCE OF OR RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS FROM THE SITE

      *    SUPPORT THE FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS)

THE RI REPORT MERELY SUMMARIZES THE TECHNICAL FINDINGS OF THE RI.  THE INVESTIGATION AND IDENTIFICATION OF
ALL PRPS IS NOT A RI OBJECTIVE. THEREFORE, THIS TYPE OF INFORMATION IS NOT REQUIRED TO BE IN THE RI   REPORT.

THE INVESTIGATION AND IDENTIFICATION OF PRPS IS, HOWEVER, VERY IMPORTANT TO THE ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES AT A
SITE. THE AGENCY DID PERFORM AN INVESTIGATION AND IDENTIFICATION OF PRPS AS A SEPARATE ACTIVITY OUTSIDE   THE
RI/FS. THE INVESTIGATION OF PRPS WAS ACCOMPLISHED BY GATHERING AS MUCH INFORMATION AS POSSIBLE ON THOSE
PARTIES LINKED TO THE SITE.THIS INFORMATION INCLUDED BUT WAS NOT LIMITED TO: KNOWLEDGE REGARDING USE OF THE
SITE, KNOWLEDGE ON SITE OPERATIONS, KNOWLEDGE AND DOCUMENTATION ON THE TYPES AND CHEMICAL COMPOSITION OF
WASTES GENERATED BY A PARTY BOTH IN THE PAST AND THE PRESENT, AS WELL AS INFORMATION LEADING TO THE DISCOVERY
OF ADDITIONAL PRPS FROM THE INFORMATION AVAILABLE, EPA IDENTIFIED THE PRPS FOR THE SITE. THE INVESTIGATION
AND IDENTIFICATION OF PRPS IS AN ONGOING PROCESS, AS NEW INFORMATION BECOMES AVAILABLE EPA WILL CONTINUE TO
IDENTIFY PRPS FOR THE SITE.

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT--AREA AROUND THE SITE



AS STATED ABOVE, THE RI HAD SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES, AND THE RI REPORT MERELY SUMMARIZES THOSE FINDINGS.  IT WAS
NOT THE OBJECTIVE OF THE RI TO PERFORM AN INVESTIGATION ON "THE HISTORIC USE OF RIVER FRONT LAND UPSTREAM AND
DOWNSTREAM OF THE SITE AS LONG-TIME WIDELY USED DUMPING GROUND." THIS TYPE OF INVESTIGATION WOULD REQUIRE
DEVELOPMENT OF AN AREA-WIDE PROGRAM.  SUPERFUND CANNOT CONDUCT "AREA-WIDE" INVESTIGATIONS   UNLESS SUCH AREA
IS ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL). FOR THIS PARTICULAR AREA ALONG THE MAUMEE RIVER, ONLY THE FORT
WAYNE REDUCTION SITE IS ON THE NPL.

ALTHOUGH ELABORATE INVESTIGATIONS OF THE "AREA AROUND THE SITE" WERE NOT INCLUDED IN THE RI, THE AGENCY DID
CONSIDER THE HISTORIC USE OF THE AREA WHEN DEVELOPING THE RI WORKPLAN.  TO ENSURE A PROPER EVALUATION OF THE
RI DATA AND SUBSEQUENT IDENTIFICATION OF RISK DIRECTLY ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE, THE COLLECTION OF NUMEROUS
BACKGROUND SAMPLES WAS PLANNED AND EXECUTED DURING THE RI.

ALTHOUGH THE COMMENTOR MAKES SPECIFIC REFERENCE TO ELEVATED LEVELS OF LEAD, ANTIMONY AND ARSENIC IN UPRIVER
AND OFF-SITE SEDIMENT AND SURFACE SOIL SAMPLES, RESPECTIVELY, THE FOLLOWING SHOULD BE NOTED:

      * IT IS TRUE THAT DUE TO UPSTREAM SOURCES, IT IS VERY
        DIFFICULT TO DETERMINE THE SITE'S CONTRIBUTION TO SEDIMENT
        CONTAMINATION.  EPA, THUS FOCUSED THE REMEDIAL GOALS ON
        LIMITING THE SITE'S CONTRIBUTION TO THE RIVER. (SEE COMMENT #9)

      * WHILE IT IS TRUE THAT OFF-SITE SURFACE SOIL SAMPLES FOR
        SOME LOCATIONS SHOW HIGHER CONTAMINANT LEVELS THAN THOSE
        ON-SITE, THE FOCUS OF THE SELECTED REMEDY IS NOT ON SURFACE
        SOIL CONTAMINATION.  EPA IDENTIFIED ONLY A RELATIVELY SMALL
        AREA ON-SITE WHERE A DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE SURFACE SOILS
        IS A CONCERN. THIS AREA IS THE WIRE DISPOSAL AREA WHERE NO
        COVER EXISTED AND WASTES WERE EXPOSED.  THE MAIN CONCERN AT
        THE SITE IS THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AND BURIED DRUMS
        IN THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE.  BASED ON GROUNDWATER
        QUALITY IN THE OFF-SITE UPGRADIENT MONITORING WELLS AS
        COMPARED TO GROUNDWATER QUALITY IN THE MONITORING WELLS
        DIRECTLY DOWNGRADIENT OF THIS WASTE AREA, GROUNDWATER
        CONTAMINATION IS CLEARLY DUE TO THE ON-SITE WASTES

BASED ON THE CONCLUSIONS REACHED BY EPA REGARDING THE COMMENTOR'S POINTS, IT IS APPARENT THAT "BACKGROUND"
CONDITIONS WERE TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION PRIOR TO REACHING ANY CONCLUSIONS REGARDING ON-SITE AND   OFF-SITE
CONTAMINATION.

   COMMENT #4:

EXCAVATION PROCEDURES USED AT TEST PIT LOCATIONS DURING THE RI APPEAR TO HAVE CAUSED RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS
TO THE SITE.  TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 10 EXPLAINS THAT IF INTACT DRUMS WERE PUNCTURED DURING EXCAVATION,
RELEASED MATERIALS WERE NOT REMOVED.  THE PITS WERE SIMPLY FILLED IN WITH THE LEAKING DRUM CAUSED BY EPA'S
CONTRACTORS AND ALLOWED TO REMAIN IN THE GROUND.

   EPA RESPONSE:

TEST PIT EXCAVATION CEASED WHEN A DRUM WAS ENCOUNTERED.  THE TEST PIT WAS THEN BACKFILLED WITH THE EXCAVATED
SOIL.  IF TEST PIT EXCAVATION PROCEDURES RESULTED IN A LEAK OR A SPILL FROM A DRUM, THE SPILL WAS DRY PACKED
WITH AN APPLICATION OF ABSORBENT MATERIAL PRIOR TO BACKFILLING THE TEST PIT WITH SOIL. IN ADDITION, ABSORBENT
MATERIAL WAS APPLIED TO ANY PREVIOUSLY LEAKING DRUM UNCOVERED BY THE TEST PIT
   INVESTIGATION. THE USE OF ABSORBENT MATERIAL WAS RECOMMENDED TO EPA BY
   WASTE MANAGEMENT, INC PRIOR TO WORK INITIATION.

   COMMENT #5:

THE RI GATHERED VERY LITTLE UPGRADIENT GROUNDWATER DATA.  DUE TO THE LIMITED NUMBER OF UPGRADIENT MONITORING
WELLS, IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO CONFIDENTLY ASSESS CONTRIBUTION OF LIKELY UPGRADIENT CONTAMINANT SOURCES TO
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION ON SITE.

   EPA RESPONSE:

WHILE PLANNING THE RI, EPA UTILIZED A CONTRACTOR WITH YEARS OF BOTH PRACTICAL AND FIELD EXPERIENCE IN



HYDROGEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS. PRIOR TO INITIATING WORK, EPA PERFORMED A THOROUGH REVIEW OF ALL PROPOSED  
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL LOCATIONS AS WELL AS THE NUMBER OF GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS TO BE INSTALLED.
IN ADDITION, A THOROUGH REVIEW WAS PERFORMED BY IDEM.  THE AGENCY BELIEVES THE NUMBER OF  UPGRADIENT
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS AND THE AREAL COVERAGE PROVIDED  BY THEIR LOCATIONS WAS SUFFICIENT TO ASSESS IF
ANY UPGRADIENT SOURCES WERE CONTRIBUTING TO THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE.

THE RI DATA ALSO CONFIRMS EPA'S CONCLUSION THAT THE NUMBER AND LOCATION OF UPGRADIENT WELLS WAS SUFFICIENT.
THE RI INDICATES GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION TO BE PRIMARILY DOWNGRADIENT OF THE FORMER PIT AREA.  THE WELL
LOCATED DIRECTLY UPGRADIENT FROM THE FORMER PIT AREA WAS NOT CONTAMINATED.  SUBSEQUENTLY, EPA'S CONCLUSION
THAT GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION IS DUE TO THE SITE RATHER THAN AN UPGRADIENT SOURCE IS NOT  UNFOUNDED. IN
ADDITION, THE TEST PIT DATA INDICATING THE PRESENCE OF DRUMMED LIQUID WASTES AND CONTAMINATED SOILS
UPGRADIENT FROM THE CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS, FURTHER SUPPORTS EPA'S   CONCLUSION.

   COMMENT #6:

WHILE MENTION IS MADE OF A PLANNED CORP OF ENGINEERS FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT, NO INFORMATION IS PRESENT ON ITS
IMPACT ON THE SITE, NOR IS ANY COE DATA REVIEWED.  SINCE ANY DREDGING OR ALTERATION OF THE MAUMEE RIVER NEAR
THE SITE WOULD HAVE POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON THE SITE, INFORMATION ON THE COE PROJECT MUST BE
CONSIDERED BEFORE A FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT CAN BE MADE.

   EPA RESPONSE:

DURING THE FEASIBILITY STUDY, THE ARMY CORP OF ENGINEERS (COE) WAS CONTACTED REGARDING THEIR FUTURE PLANS ON
THE MAUMEE RIVER. A COPY OF THE COE FLOOD CONTROL FEASIBILITY STUDY WAS OBTAINED AND REVIEWED. IN ADDITION,
EPA WORKED CLOSELY WITH THE COE WHEN EVALUATING THE VARIOUS OPTIONS FOR SITE REMEDIATION.

   COMMENTS #7:

NO EXPLANATION IS OFFERED ON THE SIGNIFICANCE OF LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULTS REFLECTING FALSE POSITIVE
RESULTS IN FIELD BLANKS AND LABORATORY BLANKS.

   EPA RESPONSE:

EACH TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (RI REPORT - VOL. 2) PRESENTED A SUMMARY TABLE OF ANY DATA OBTAINED DURING A
PARTICULAR FIELD INVESTIGATION.  THE DATA MAY HAVE BEEN NOTATED WITH THE FOLLOWING QUALIFIERS:

      *    B INDICATING THAT THE COMPOUND WAS PRESENT IN THE LABORATORY
           METHOD BLANK OR IN THE TRIP FIELD BLANK.

      *    J INDICATING AN ESTIMATED VALUE LESS THAN INSTRUMENT DETECTION
           LIMIT, OR GREATER THAN INSTRUMENT DETECTION LIMIT BUT LESS THAN
           THE CONTRACT REQUIRED DETECTION LIMIT.  THE USE OF THESE
           QUALIFIERS INDICATES THE SIGNIFICANCE OF FALSE POSITIVE RESULTS
           (I.E. FIELD AND LABORATORY BLANK CONTAMINATION) WITHIN A
           PARTICULAR DATA SET.

FEASIBILITY STUDY

   COMMENT #8:

CLAIMS WERE MADE THAT SEDIMENT WERE UNTRACEABLE BECAUSE THE RIVER HAS BEEN REGULARLY DREDGED, YET THE RIVER
HAS NEVER BEEN DREDGED.

   EPA RESPONSE:

THE RI INCORRECTLY STATED THAT THIS REACH OF THE MAUMEE RIVER HAD BEEN DREDGED.  THE STATEMENT WAS BASED ON
OBSERVATIONS MADE DURING THE FIELD INVESTIGATION.  PILES OF WHAT APPEARED TO BE RIVER DREDGINGS WERE  
NOTICABLE ALONG THE BANK OF THE RIVER SUBSEQUENT CONVERSATION WITH THE COE CONFIRMED THAT THE RIVER HAS NOT
BEEN DREDGED.

THE CONCLUSION THAT SEDIMENTS WERE UNTRACEABLE BECAUSE THE RIVER WAS REGULARLY DREDGED WAS NOT MADE IN EITHER
THE RI OR THE FS REPORTS. THERE IS NO CORRELATION BETWEEN THESE TWO POINTS SEDIMENTS WERE NOT   TRACEABLE TO
THE SITE DUE TO A NUMBER OF FACTORS THESE WERE DISCUSSED IN DETAIL IN APPENDIX G OF THE FS REPORT.



   COMMENT #9:

IT WAS ALSO INDICATED THAT THE TOPOGRAPHIC RELIEF VARIED, IMPLYING THE RIVER WAS FAST AND SPED SEDIMENTS
AWAY, YET THIS AREA OF THE RIVER IS PROBABLY THE MOST SLUGGISH AND SEDIMENTS WOULD SETTLE RAPIDLY.  ANY  
CONTAMINATED SEDIMENTS DOWNSTREAM FROM FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE ARE CANDIDATES FOR REMOVAL.

   EPA RESPONSE:

THE MAUMEE RIVER IS A SHALLOW, FLAT-BOTTOMED, MEANDERING RIVER, TYPICAL OF THE MIDWEST.  IN GENERAL, SEDIMENT
LOAD IN THE RIVER CONSISTS OF TWO PARTS:  BED LOAD AND SUSPENDED LOAD.  BED LOAD IS SUPPORTED BY GRAIN TO
GRAIN CONTACT AND SUSPENDED LOAD IS SUPPORTED BY THE COLUMN OF FLUID. AT LOW FLOW RATES, THE SUSPENDED LOAD
MORE READILY SETTLES TO THE BOTTOM TO BECOME PART OF THIS BED LOAD.  DURING STORM EVENTS, VELOCITY INCREASES
AND SEDIMENTS FROM THE BED LOAD ARE LIFTED AND TRANSPORTED. LARGER GRAINED SOILS MAY REMAIN ON THE RIVER
BOTTOM AND SLIDE OVER ONE ANOTHER IN THE DIRECTION OF FLOW.  THUS, SEDIMENT TRANSPORT IS VARIABLE.

SEDIMENT SAMPLING PERFORMED DURING THE RI INDICATED LITTLE BED LOAD ADJACENT TO THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION
SITE.  SEDIMENTS WERE GENERALLY LESS THAN 6 INCHES THICK, AND WERE ABSENT IN SOME LOCATIONS (SEE TECHNICAL
MEMORANDUM NO. 12, RI REPORT).  MOST SEDIMENT SAMPLES COLLECTED WERE A FINE SAND WITH SOME SILT.  ANOTHER
SEDIMENT SAMPLING STUDY (MAUMEE RIVER BED AND EMBAYMENT SAMPLING, ATEC, JANUARY 1988) REPORTED THAT RIVER
SEDIMENTS WERE EITHER GRAVEL OR SAND.  THESE DATA SUGGEST THAT BED LOAD IN THE MAUMEE RIVER IS MOSTLY SAND
AND GRAVEL, AND THAT NET DEPOSITION OF FINE-GRAINED MATERIALS ALONG THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE IS NOT
OCCURRING.

EPA BELIEVES SEDIMENT CONTAMINATION IN THE MAUMEE RIVER IS NOT ASSOCIATED WITH THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE
ALONE.  THE DATA DO NOT IDENTIFY A DISCERNABLE IMPACT DIRECTLY ASSOCIATED WITH THE RELEASES FROM THE SITE.

   COMMENT #10:

IT WAS STATED THE EPA COULDN'T USE THE ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS SEDIMENT STUDY.  WHY NOT?

   EPA RESPONSE:

THE COE DATA WERE USED IN THE FS AND CAN BE FOUND IN APPENDIX G.  THE DATA WERE USED FOR COMPARISON PURPOSES
ONLY. THE DIFFERENCES IN SAMPLING METHODOLOGY AND ANALYTICAL METHODS AS WELL AS THE SEASONAL VARIATION OF THE
SAMPLING EVENTS PRECLUDED COMBINING THESE DATA SETS.

   COMMENT #11:

TESTS SHOWED POSITIVE PCB CONTAMINATION IN THE AFOREMENTIONED AREA, WARRANTING THE PRESENTLY EFFECTIVE FISH
ADVISORY EXTENDING FROM THE OHIO STATE LINE TO FORT WAYNE, INDIANA.  IF THIS CONTAMINATION IS NOT COMING FROM
THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE, THEN WHERE IS ITS SOURCE?  AND NO MATTER WHAT THE SOURCE, ISN'T THE EPA
RESPONSIBLE FOR PINPOINTING CLEANUP?

   EPA RESPONSE:

ALTHOUGH PCB CONTAMINATION WAS FOUND TO BE INTERMITTENTLY PRESENT IN THE MAUMEE RIVER SEDIMENTS NEAR THE FORT
WAYNE REDUCTION SITE, PCB CONTAMINATION WAS PRESENT IN MAUMEE RIVER SEDIMENTS UPSTREAM FROM THE SITE AT
LEVELS EQUAL TO OR EXCEEDING THE LEVELS NEAR THE SITE.  THIS INDICATES THAT PCB CONTAMINATION IN THE MAUMEE
RIVER SEDIMENTS IS A RESULT OF SEVERAL DIFFERENT POTENTIAL SOURCES.

THE AGENCY AGREES THAT IMPLEMENTATION OF A COMPREHENSIVE (AREA WIDE) PROGRAM TO INVESTIGATE CONTAMINATION IN
THE MAUMEE RIVER SEDIMENTS AND THE VARIOUS POTENTIAL SOURCES CONTRIBUTING TO THE PROBLEM IS NEEDED.  
HOWEVER, AN AREA-WIDE PROGRAM CANNOT BE CONDUCTED UNDER U.S. EPA'S SUPERFUND REMEDIAL PROGRAM.  THE SUPERFUND
PROGRAM IS LIMITED TO INVESTIGATING THOSE SITES ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL), LIKE THE FORT WAYNE
REDUCTION SITE.  FOR THIS REASON, THE RI HAD TO BE LIMITED TO INVESTIGATING AND IDENTIFYING ONLY THOSE
DISCERNABLE IMPACTS DIRECTLY ASSOCIATED WITH THE RELEASES FROM THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE.

   COMMENT #12:

TWO POINTS WERE RAISED ABOUT THE ACTIVITIES ALONG THE MAUMEE RIVER AND THE USE OF THE WATER FOR DRINKING
PURPOSES BY THE SURROUNDING COMMUNITIES.  THE CONSUMPTION OF FISH CONTAMINATED WITH PCBS WHICH ARE KNOWN TO
BIOACCUMULATE AND THE INABILITY OF THE NORMAL FILTRATION PROCESS FOR DRINKING WATER TO REMOVE PCBS ARE
LEAVING THE COMMUNITIES AT RISK THROUGH THESE IDENTIFIABLE PATHWAYS OF EXPOSURE TO THE CONTAMINANTS BEING



DISCHARGED FROM THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE.

   EPA RESPONSE:

THE CURRENT DATA INDICATES THAT THE CONCENTRATIONS OF PCBS IN THE RIVER ARE BELOW DRINKING WATER CRITERIA AT
THIS TIME.  IN ADDITION, THE RISK ASSESSMENT INDICATES THAT RECREATIONAL USE OF THE RIVER, SUCH AS SWIMMING
AND FISHING, WOULD NOT POSE A RISK TO HUMAN HEALTH.  THESE CONCLUSIONS ARE HOWEVER BASED ON THE ESTIMATED
RIVER CONCENTRATIONS (SEE RI REPORT VOL 2 - TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #11) DURING MEAN AND LOW RIVER   FLOW
CONDITIONS.

THE PRESENCE OF PCBS IN THE SEDIMENTS CAN SERVE AS A CONTAMINANT SOURCE ESPECIALLY TO AQUATIC ORGANISMS. 
SEDIMENTS CONTAMINATED WITH PCBS WERE PRESENT UPSTREAM AS WELL AS NEAR THE SITE. THE PCB LEVELS UPSTREAM FROM
THE SITE WERE EQUAL TO OR EXCEEDING THE PCB LEVELS NEAR THE SITE. THIS INDICATES THAT PCB CONTAMINATION IN
THE MAUMEE RIVER SEDIMENTS IS A RESULT OF SEVERAL DIFFERENT SOURCES AND NOT JUST THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION
SITE.  ALTHOUGH EPA CAN IMPLEMENT A SITE CLEANUP THAT PREVENTSTHE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE FROM CONTRIBUTING
CONTAMINANTS INTO THE RIVER AT UNACCEPTABLE LEVELS, EPA'S SUPERFUND PROGRAM CAN NOT ADDRESS THE OTHER
POTENTIAL SOURCES UNTIL THEY ARE INCLUDED ON THE NPL. IT SHOULD BE NOTED HOWEVER, THAT EVEN IF EPA COULD
ADDRESS ALL OF THE POTENTIAL SOURCES, THE FISH AND OTHER AQUATIC ORGANISMS CAN NOT BE   "REMEDIATED". 
THEREFORE, EPA ENCOURAGES PEOPLE TO OBSERVE ANY FISH ADVISORY IN EFFECT.

   COMMENT #13:

A REQUEST WAS MADE TO REEVALUATE THE RIVER SEDIMENTS AND TAKE ACTION TO REMOVE THE CONTAMINATED SEDIMENTS
FROM THE MAUMEE RIVER.

   EPA RESPONSE:

AN EVALUATION OF THE MAUMEE RIVER SEDIMENTS WAS PRESENTED IN APPENDIX G OF THE FS.  THE COMMENTOR IS REFERRED
TO THIS APPENDIX FOR DETAILED INFORMATION OF THE AGENCY'S EVALUATION AND CONCLUSIONS.  THE AGENCY  BELIEVES
THE EVALUATION WAS PERFORMED PROPERLY AND ARE EVALUATION OF THE MAUMEE RIVER SEDIMENTS IS NOT WARRANTED.  AS
A RESULT THE CONCLUSIONS DRAWN BY THE AGENCY REMAIN VALID AND MAUMEE RIVER SEDIMENT REMOVAL WILL NOT BE
INCLUDED AS PART OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION.

   COMMENT #14:

A REQUEST WAS MADE TO CONSIDER USING SOIL FROM A SOURCE ALONG THE RIVER THAT IS CURRENTLY BEING EXCAVATED AS
A PART OF THE MAUMEE RIVER BASIN COMMISSION ACTIVITY FOR USE IN THE SOIL COVER.

   EPA RESPONSE

GRAIN SIZE DISTRIBUTION CURVES FOR SOIL SAMPLES RECEIVED FROM THE MAUMEE RIVER AND THE NORTH EMBANKMENT WERE
REVIEWED (RE.  EMBANKMENT SAMPLING, ATEC PROJECT NUMBER 21-75039, JANUARY 1988).  SAMPLES WERE TAKEN AT CROSS
SECTIONS CORRESPONDING TO RIVER MILE (RM) 131 0, 132.0, 132.74, 133.7 AND 134.95.  THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION
SITE IS ON THE SOUTH RIVERBANK AT RIVER MILE 132.7.  ALL SAMPLES OBTAINED FROM THE RIVER WERE   EITHER SAND
OR GRAVEL.  THESE MATERIALS WOULD NOT BE SUITABLE FOR THE SOIL COVER.  THREE SOIL SAMPLES OBTAINED FROM THE
NORTH RIVER BANK (AT RM132.74, 132.0, AND 131.0) ARE CLASSIFIED AS ML (LOW PLASTICITY SILT). THESE SAMPLES
WERE COLLECTED FROM 1 TO 2 FEET BELOW GROUND SURFACE, AND WERE DESCRIBED IN THE SOIL REPORT AS CONTAINING
"LARGE AMOUNTS" OF ORGANIC MATERIAL.  ALTHOUGH, THE ML SOIL IS SUITABLE FOR THE SOIL COVER, IT SHOULD BE FREE
OF ORGANIC MATERIAL.  SINCE THE SAMPLES WERE OBTAINED NEAR THE GROUND SURFACE, THE ORGANIC MATERIAL WAS
PROBABLY ROOTS FROM SURFACE VEGETATION.  DEEPER SAMPLES WOULD NEED TO BE COLLECTED AND ANALYZED TO CONFIRM
THE DEPTH OF THE SILT DEPOSIT AND DETERMINE WHETHER THE ORGANIC MATERIAL IS ASSOCIATED WITH SURFACE
VEGETATION.  IF THIS IS THE CASE, SURFACE COULD BE STRIPPED AND THE UNDERLYING SOIL STOCKPILED AS A POTENTIAL
COVER MATERIAL SOURCE FOR THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE.

   COMMENT #15:

SEVERAL COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED THAT ADDRESSED THE ISSUE OF A COMPLETE CLEANUP.  THE CONCERN CENTERED AROUND
THE REGULAR FLOODING OF THE MAUMEE RIVER AND SPREADING CONTAMINANTS DURING A FLOOD EVENT.

   EPA RESPONSE

THE PURPOSE OF THE FEASIBILITY STUDY IS TO WEIGH AND BALANCE THE REDUCTION OF RISK AND THE COSTS OF THE
VARIOUS CLEANUP TECHNOLOGIES. OFTEN A COMPLETE CLEANUP REQUIRES THE REMOVAL OF THE LANDFILL TO ANOTHER  



LOCATION DURING THE INITIAL FS SCREENING, IT WAS DETERMINED THAT UNDERTAKING THIS TYPE OF AN ACTION AT THE
FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE WOULD BE EXCESSIVELY HIGH IN COST. THERE CURRENTLY IS A LACK OF CAPACITY IN RCRA
LANDFILLS TO HANDLE THIS VOLUME AND THERE IS A RISK ASSOCIATED WITH TRANSPORTING THE CONTAMINATED SOIL OVER
PUBLIC ROADS.  FOR THESE REASONS, NONE OF THE ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPED FOR THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION   SITE
WOULD RESULT IN COMPLETE CLEANUP.  THE ALTERNATIVES WERE DEVELOPED TO ACHIEVE A REDUCTION IN RISK.  WE HAVE
CHOSEN ALTERNATIVE 4C BECAUSE IT PROVIDES ADEQUATE REDUCTION IN RISK AT AN ACCEPTABLE COST.

THE DESIGN CRITERIA FOR THE SOIL COVER WILL SPECIFY FLOOD PROTECTION AS A MAJOR COMPONENT.  EPA BELIEVES
ADEQUATE SLOPING AND REVEGETATION OF THE LANDFILL WILL PROTECT AGAINST WASH OUT OF THE CONTAMINANTS DURING 
FLOODING EVENT AND REDUCE THE RISK OF CONTAMINANTS SPREADING DOWNSTREAM.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

   COMMENT #16:

IT IS UNDERSTANDABLE THAT 4C WOULD BE RECOMMENDED BY EPA BECAUSE IT WILL TAKE CARE OF THE MAJOR PORTION OF
THE HAZARDOUS WASTE.  THE PROBLEM WITH THAT ALTERNATIVE IS THAT NOT ONLY IS TOXIC ASH FROM THE INCINERATION
GOING TO BE PLACED IN THE GROUND, BUT THE SOIL WHICH IS CONTAMINATED WILL STAY THERE ALSO.  I RECOMMEND THAT
ALTERNATIVE 5C BE SELECTED SO THAT THE SITE WILL BE MORE THOROUGHLY CLEANED UP.

   EPA RESPONSE:

THE INCINERATION OF THE DRUMMED LIQUIDS COULD TAKE PLACE OFF-SITE IF THIS WERE THE CASE, THE ASH WOULD NOT BE
RETURNED TO THE SITE. THE CONTAMINATED SOIL WOULD BE RETURNED TO THE EXCAVATION AND A SOIL COVER INSTALLED.
IF INCINERATION OCCURS ON-SITE THE BURIED ASH WOULD BE COVERED BY A RCRA TYPE CAP PROVIDING MAXIMUM
PROTECTION FROM INFILTRATION AND PROVIDING FOR REDUCED MOBILITY OF THE INORGANICS IN THE ASH.

IN EITHER SITUATION, THE COLLECTION TRENCH WILL ENSURE PROTECTION OF THE RIVER SHOULD ANY CONTAMINANTS
MIGRATE TO THE GROUNDWATER AND MOVE TOWARDS THE RIVER. THE SOIL COVER OR RCRA TYPE CAP WILL PREVENT ANY  
DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE CONTAMINATED SOILS OR INCINERATOR ASH. SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE 5C DOES PROVIDE A
GREATER DEGREE OF CLEANUP BUT AT A SUBSTANTIALLY GREATER COST THAN ALTERNATIVE 4C.  FOR THIS ADDITIONAL COST
THERE IS NOT A PROPORTIONALLY GREATER REDUCTION IN RISK TO THE ENVIRONMENT.  ALTHOUGH A COMPLETE REDUCTION OF
THE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS IN THE SOILS WOULD BE ACCOMPLISHED THROUGH INCINERATION, THE POTENTIALLY TOXIC ASH
WOULD BE BURIED ON SITE AND STILL REQUIRE THE COLLECTION OF GROUNDWATER FOR AN UNDETERMINED LENGTH OF TIME.

IF THE ASH WAS TRANSPORTED OFF-SITE TO A RCRA FACILITY, THE MANAGEMENT AND POTENTIAL PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH
THE ASH IS MERELY BEING MOVED TO ANOTHER LOCATION. IN ADDITION, TRANSPORTATION OF THE ASH TO A RCRA  
FACILITY WOULD MAKE THE COST OF ALTERNATIVE 5C EVEN HIGHER. AS ALTERNATIVE 5C PROVIDES FOR THE INCINERATION
OF DRUMS, SOIL AND WASTES ONLY FROM THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE, ALL WASTES IN THE EASTERN PORTION OF THE
SITE WOULD REMAIN IN-PLACE. WITH THESE WASTES REMAINING IN-PLACE, A LONG-TERM MANAGEMENT PROGRAM WOULD STILL
BE NECESSARY AT THE SITE EVEN IF THE ASH WAS TRANSPORTED TO AN OFF-SITE RCRA FACILITY. FOR THESE REASONS, A
DECISION WAS MADE DURING THE FS THAT ALTERNATIVE 5C IS BEST CONFIGURED WITH THE ASH REMAINING ON-SITE.

   COMMENT #17:

I FEEL ALTERNATIVE 5B SHOULD BE CONSIDERED.  I ALSO FEEL THE ESTIMATED TOTAL COST FOR ALTERNATIVE 5B IS AN
INFLATED FIGURE. I BELIEVE 5B SHOULD BE STUDIED MORE CLOSELY AND THE COST ESTIMATE ADJUSTED DOWN TO A MORE 
REALISTIC FIGURE.  I ALSO BELIEVE THE ESTIMATED TIME TO COMPLETE 5B SHOULD BE REVISED DOWNWARD.

   EPA RESPONSE:

THE COST ESTIMATE FOR FIGURE 5B, LIKE ALL THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES, IS AN ORDER OF MAGNITUDE ESTIMATE.  THIS
MEANS THE COST ESTIMATE CAN VARY FROM +50% TO -30% IN ACCURACY.  THIS TYPE OF COST ESTIMATE IS TYPICAL   FOR
A FEASIBILITY STUDY.  IT IS ASSUMED THAT WHEN YOU REFER TO THIS ESTIMATE AS BEING INFLATED YOU ARE COMPARING
THIS TO A NORMAL CONSTRUCTION OF A COLLECTION TRENCH AND SLURRY WALL AND STANDARD EXCAVATION PRACTICES.  SOME
COMPONENTS CONTRIBUTING TO THE HIGHER COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 5B ARE THE HEALTH AND SAFETY
CONSIDERATIONS FOR WORKING IN CONTAMINATED SOIL, THE UNCERTAINTY ASSOCIATED WITH THE NUMBER OF BURIED DRUMS
AND THE SCHEDULING OF EXCAVATION AND INCINERATION AROUND FLOOD PRONE MONTHS. WHEN WORKING IN CONTAMINATED
SOILS, THE WORKERS MUST BE PROTECTED. BASED ON THE FIELD INVESTIGATION DATA, WE ESTIMATED THAT A GOOD PORTION
OF THE WORK WILL BE DONE UNDER LEVEL B AND C PROTECTION. THE UNCERTAINTY ASSOCIATED WITH THE NUMBER OF BURIED
DRUMS AND THE EXTENT OF SOIL CONTAMINATION IS A RESULT OF ESTIMATING THESE QUANTITIES FROM THE TEST PIT DATA
COLLECTED DURING THE FIELD INVESTIGATIONS. THEREFORE, A CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE WAS MADE ON THE NUMBER OF
BURIED DRUMS IN ORDER TO DEVELOP THE COST ESTIMATE.



THE LENGTH OF TIME REQUIRED TO COMPLETE 5B IS BASED ON SEVERAL FACTORS IN THE DESIGN PROCESS WE HAVE ALLOWED
FOR ADEQUATE REVIEW TIME BY OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES, IN PARTICULAR THE ARMY CORP OF ENGINEERS.  ANOTHER
IMPACT ON THE SCHEDULE IS THE TIMING OF THE EXCAVATION AND THE INCINERATION.  THE EXCAVATION WOULD PROCEED
FASTER THAN THE INCINERATION SO SEVERAL MOBILIZATIONS AND DEMOBILIZATIONS WOULD BE REQUIRED DURING  THE
REMEDIAL ACTION.  THE SCHEDULE ALSO ACCOUNTS FOR THE POTENTIAL SLOW DOWN OF WORK DURING THE FLOOD PRONE
MONTHS.

SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE 5B WOULD HAVE PROVIDED A GREATER DEGREE OF CLEANUP BUT AT A SUBSTANTIALLY GREATER
COST THAN ALTERNATIVE 4C. FOR THIS ADDITIONAL COST ALTERNATIVE 5B DOES NOT PROVIDE FOR A PROPORTIONALLY
GREATER REDUCTION IN RISK TO THE ENVIRONMENT.  ALTHOUGH A COMPLETE REDUCTION OF THE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS IN THE
SOILS WOULD BE ACCOMPLISHED THROUGH INCINERATION, THE POTENTIALLY TOXIC ASH WOULD BE BURIED ON-SITE AND STILL
REQUIRE THE COLLECTION OF GROUNDWATER FOR AN UNDETERMINED LENGTH OF TIME.

POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY (PRP) ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL

   COMMENT #18:

THE FIRST PATHWAY OF EXPOSURE AS INDICATED BY THE RISK ASSESSMENT IS DIRECT CONTACT FROM THE WASTE MATERIALS. 
DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE WASTE OR LEACHATE WOULD BE LIMITED BECAUSE OF THE ODOR AND BAD TASTE OF THE WASTE AND
LEACHATE AND COULD BE PREVENTED BY A FENCE AND SOIL COVER.

   EPA RESPONSE:

A SOIL COVER WILL PREVENT DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE WASTE BUT WILL NOT PREVENT DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE
"LEACHATE".  AS A POINT OF CLARIFICATION THE LEACHATE IS ACTUALLY GROUNDWATER DISCHARGING OR SEEPING OUT AT
THE SURFACE RATHER THAN LANDFILL LEACHATE. THE TASTE AND ODOR OF THE GROUNDWATER SEEPS WOULD NOT NECESSARILY
DISCOURAGE A ONE-TIME EXPOSURE, WHILE THE EXPOSED SOIL IN THE WIRE DISPOSAL AREA WOULD NOT NECESSARILY HAVE A
TASTE OR ODOR.  FENCING THE SITE WOULD NOT ELIMINATE GROUNDWATER SEEP CONTACT UNLESS THE FENCE EXTENDS INTO
THE RIVER.  THIS IS NOT BEING CONSIDERED AS IT IS IMPRACTICAL.

   COMMENT #19:

THE SECOND PATHWAY OF EXPOSURE AS INDICATED IN THE RISK ASSESSMENT IS GROUNDWATER MIGRATION TO THE RIVER. 
EPA'S OWN FINDINGS STATE THAT CURRENT RELEASES ARE "ORDER OF MAGNITUDE LOWER THAN LEVELS REQUIRED TO POSE A
RISK TO HUMAN HEALTH THROUGH INCIDENTAL INGESTION OR INGESTION OFFISH".

   EPA RESPONSE

THE QUOTE REFERS TO STATEMENTS MADE ON PAGE 5-6 OF THE RI AND B-23 OF THE APPENDIX.  WE WERE SPECIFICALLY
ADDRESSING THE POTENTIAL HUMAN EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINANTS IN THE RIVER, FROM FISH INGESTION AND SWIMMING   IN
THESE SECTIONS OF THE REPORT. WE WERE NOT ADDRESSING AT THIS POINT THE POTENTIAL AQUATIC IMPACTS FROM THE
SITE THE QUOTATION IS MISLEADING WHEN TAKEN OUT OF CONTEXT.

   COMMENT #20:

IT APPEARS FROM THE TEXT OF THE RI/FS REPORTS THAT THE GROUNDWATER COLLECTION AND BARRIER SYSTEM IS REQUIRED
BECAUSE OF PERCEIVED PRESENT AND FUTURE RISK OF INCREASED DISCHARGE TO THE RIVER FROM LEAKING DRUMS OF LIQUID
WASTE. ONCE THE EPA DECIDED TO REMOVE THESE DRUMS FROM THE SITE, THEN CERTAINTY THIS PERCEIVED RISK OF
ADDITIONAL GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE IS LIKEWISE REMOVED: HOWEVER THIS RISK REDUCTION DOES NOT APPEAR TO BE FULLY
CONSIDERED IN THE FS SELECTION PROCESS.  REMOVING THE DRUMS CONTAINING LIQUID WASTE REMOVES THE RISK OF
FUTURE INCREASED DISCHARGE AND THUS REMOVES THE PRIMARY BASIS UPON WHICH THE ALTERNATIVE 2 GROUNDWATER
COLLECTION SYSTEM IS BASED.

   EPA RESPONSE:

THE RISK ASSESSMENT INDICATES THE EXISTING GROUNDWATER AND GROUNDWATER SEEP CONTAMINANT LEVELS IN RELATION TO
THEIR IMPACTS ON AQUATIC LIFE ARE A CONCERN.  THE PRESENCE OF THE DRUMS AND CONTAMINATED SOIL MAY REPRESENT A
SOURCE OF LOADING IN THE FUTURE, POSSIBLY AT LEVELS GREATER THAN CURRENTLY DETECTED.  REMOVING THE DRUMS
CONTAINING LIQUID WASTE DOES NOT REMOVE THE RISK OF AN INCREASED DISCHARGE OF CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER INTO
THE RIVER THE DRUM REMOVAL WILL REDUCE THIS RISK BUT NOT ELIMINATE IT.  A RISK MAY STILL BE PRESENT FROM
CONTAMINATED SOIL RECONSOLIDATED ON-SITE AFTER EXCAVATING AND REMOVING THE DRUMS.  THESE   SOILS MAY LEACH
CONTAMINANTS TO THE GROUNDWATER. ALTHOUGH THE RECONSOLIDATED SOILS MAY LEACH CONTAMINANTS TO THE GROUNDWATER,
THE ONLY OTHER OPTIONS FOR THESE SOILS IS TREATMENT OR TRANSPORTATION TO A OFF-SITE RCRA FACILITY.



TRANSPORTATION TO A RCRA FACILITY WOULD ONLY TRANSFER THE PROBLEM TO ANOTHER LOCATION.  TREATMENT COULD BE
PROVIDED; HOWEVER, DUE TO THE TYPES OF CONTAMINANTS PRESENT, INCINERATION IS THE MOST VIABLE TREATMENT
OPTION.INCINERATION OF THE SOILS WAS INCLUDED IN ALTERNATIVE 5. A DISCUSSION OF WHY ALTERNATIVE 5 WAS NOT
SELECTED CAN BE FOUND IN EPA'S RESPONSE TO COMMENTS #16 AND #17. AS A RESULT, THE   GROUNDWATER COLLECTION
SYSTEM IS REQUIRED TO PREVENT ANY GROUNDWATER FROM DISCHARGING INTO THE RIVER.

   COMMENT #21:

THE ONLY REMAINING QUESTION RELATES TO PREVENTING ANY FUTURE MIGRATION OF THE SITE GROUNDWATER TO THE RIVER. 
THE MIXING ZONE WAS EXPRESSED AS AN AREA OF CONCERN.  WE AGREE THAT TO CALCULATE THE SIZE OF THIS ZONE IS
IMPRACTICAL; HOWEVER TO TEST FOR IT (THROUGH SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS) IS NOT.  THE EPA COLLECTED RIVER WATER
SAMPLES ADJACENT TO THE RIVER BANKS WHICH SHOWED NO CONTAMINATION.  CONSIDERING THE MINIMAL GROUNDWATER
DISCHARGE TO THE RIVER, NO SIGNIFICANT MIXING ZONE WOULD BE EXPECTED IT IS CLEAR FROM THE EPA STUDY THAT
CURRENT AND FUTURE DISCHARGES WILL POSE NO HEALTH OR SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT TO THE RIVER.

   EPA RESPONSE.

IT CANNOT BE CONCLUDED THAT CURRENT AND FUTURE DISCHARGES WILL POSE NO HEALTH THREAT OR SIGNIFICANT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT TO THE RIVER BASED ON THE INFORMATION PRESENTED BY THE COMMENTOR.  THE LEVELS OF
CONTAMINANTS IN THE GROUNDWATER AND GROUNDWATER SEEPS SUGGEST AN ADVERSE AQUATIC IMPACTS EXISTS EVEN THOUGH
THE AREA OF IMPACT MAY NOT BE A LARGE AREA.

AS A POINT OF CLARIFICATION THE EPA DID NOT COLLECT RIVER WATER SAMPLES AT ANY TIME DURING THE RI.  ADVERSE
ACUTE IMPACTS IN THE RIVER WERE ASSESSED ON THE QUALITY OF GROUNDWATER AND GROUNDWATER SEEPS AT THE POINT OF
DISCHARGE INTO THE RIVER.  ADVERSE CHRONIC IMPACTS IN THE RIVER WERE ASSESSED ON THE ESTIMATED RIVER
CONCENTRATIONS OUTSIDE A MIXING ZONE DURING MEAN AND LOW RIVER FLOW CONDITIONS. ESTIMATED RIVER
CONCENTRATIONS WERE CALCULATED FROM THE QUALITY OF GROUNDWATER AND GROUNDWATER SEEPS DISCHARGING INTO THE
RIVER.  THE COMMENTOR CAN FIND A DETAILED EXPLANATION OF THE METHODOLOGY USED IN THE RI REPORT   VOL 2 -
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #11.

   COMMENT #22:

THE CONTAMINATION LEVELS IN THE GROUNDWATER AND ANY IMPACT TO THE RIVER WILL BE CLOSELY MONITORED BY THE
POST-CONSTRUCTION MONITORING PROGRAM. THE COMPLETENESS OF ALL ASPECTS OF THIS REMEDIAL CONSTRUCTION WILL BE
PERIODICALLY REASSESSED AS PART OF THE MONITORING PROGRAM.  THUS, THE MECHANISM IS ALREADY IN PLACE TO CHECK
FOR AND ADDRESS "THREATS OF RELEASE".  SHOULD UNACCEPTABLE DISCHARGES OCCUR IN THE FUTURE, WHICH IS   VERY
UNLIKELY ONCE THE MAJORITY OF THE DRUMS ARE REMOVED, THEN SPECIFIC GROUNDWATER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT
SYSTEM CAN BE DESIGNED.

   EPA RESPONSE:

THE PURPOSE OF THE GROUNDWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM IS TO PREVENT THE DISCHARGE OF CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER INTO
THE MAUMEE RIVER.  THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINANT LEVELS MEASURED DURING THE RI WERE EXCEEDING THE   ACUTE WATER
QUALITY STANDARDS FOR THE PROTECTION OF AQUATIC ORGANISMS AT THE POINT OF DISCHARGE INTO THE MAUMEE RIVER
REMOVAL OF THE DRUMS FROM THE SITE WILL NOT CHANGE THIS FACT.  THEREFORE, THE GROUNDWATER   COLLECTION SYSTEM
IS NECESSARY TO PREVENT THE RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS AT UNACCEPTABLE LEVELS INTO THE RIVER.

   COMMENTS #23:

WE BELIEVE MORE CREDIT SHOULD BE GIVEN TO THE EXISTING CLAY CAP ON THE EASTERN PORTION OF THE SITE, THUS
REDUCING THE AMOUNT OF ADDITIONAL FILL REQUIRED.

   EPA RESPONSE

THE SOIL COVER AS DESCRIBED IN THE FS FOR THE EASTERN PORTION OF THE SITE MEETS THE STATE OF INDIANA
REGULATIONS FOR SUBTITLE D CLOSURE OF A SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SITE.   THE APPROACH TAKEN IN THE FEASIBILITY
STUDY (I.E. 18" OF SOIL AND 6" OF TOPSOIL) WAS CONSERVATIVE FOR COST-ESTIMATING PURPOSES.  AFTER THE SITE IS
REGRADED, TWO REQUIREMENTS NEED TO BE MET:

      *    THE COVER MUST BE 2-FEET THICK
      *    THE SOIL MUST MEET SPECIFIED CLASSIFICATIONS

IT MUST BE ADEQUATELY DEMONSTRATED THAT THESE REQUIREMENTS ARE MET AFTER REGRADING THE SITE, OR ADDITIONAL



COVER MATERIAL WILL BE REQUIRED TO MEET THE REGULATIONS.

   COMMENT #24

A TOTAL 2- TO 3-FOOT THICK TOP COVER HAS BEEN A STANDARD TOP COVER FOR SANITARY LANDFILLS IN INDIANA, A
2-FOOT THICK CLAY CAP, TOPPED BY 6-INCHES OF TOPSOIL IS CURRENTLY REQUIRED BY INDIANA SOLID WASTE
REGULATIONS.  DUE TO THE LACK OF HEALTH OR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT FROM THIS PORTION OF THE SITE, WE SEE NO NEED
TO DEPART FROM THIS STANDARD IN ATTACHMENT B, OUR EVALUATION OF WATER BALANCE CALCULATIONS CONTAINED   IN
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM NO. 7 SHOWS THAT THERE IS VERY LITTLE IF ANY INFILTRATION REDUCTION TO BE GAINED BY
INCREASING THE TOP COVER THICKNESS.  FURTHER, THE SLOPES ARE RELATIVELY GENTLE AND ADDITIONAL EROSION
PROTECTION WILL BE INSTALLED ALONG THE SIDE SLOPES.  THUS, THE EXPECTED SOIL LOSS DUE TO EROSION IS MINIMAL.

   EPA RESPONSE:

THE MAIN REASON FOR SELECTING A SOIL COVER FOR THE EASTERN PORTION OF THE SITE WAS TO PREVENT DIRECT CONTACT
WITH AND WASH OUT OF THE BURIED WASTE. IN ADDITION, SURFACE INFILTRATION WILL BE REDUCED AND COMPLIANCE WITH
THE STATE SUBTITLE D - SOLID WASTE LANDFILL CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS WILL BE ACHIEVED.

THE EROSION CONTROL PLAN FOR THE SITE IS A MAXIMUM 1 (VERTICAL) TO 3 (HORIZONTAL) SLOPE AND A POLYPROPYLENE
MESH STAPLED INTO THE EMBANKMENT TO HOLD SOIL IN PLACE UNTIL VEGETATION IS ESTABLISHED.   AT PRESENT, THE
SLOPES ADJACENT TO THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL ARE 1 (VERTICAL) TO 5 (HORIZONTAL) OR LESS, WHICH MEETS THE GRADING
REQUIREMENT.  THE SLOPES ARE POORLY VEGETATED IN SOME AREAS AND EROSION GULLIES WERE OBSERVED DURING THE RI. 
THE EROSION CONTROL PLAN WILL ELIMINATE SUCH EROSION GULLIES, AND CONTINUED SITE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
WILL ASSURE EROSION DOES NOT OCCUR IN THE FUTURE.

   COMMENT #25:

BASED UPON OUR REVIEW OF THE RI/FS, WE DID NOT FIND ANY OTHER DIRECT CALCULATION OR SPECIFIC REASONING TO
JUSTIFY A THICKER COVER. WE THEREFORE RECOMMEND THAT ONCE THE SITE IS REGRADED THAT THE EXISTING THICKNESS OF
THE TOP COVER BE CONFIRMED ON A GRID PATTERN AND ADDITIONAL FILL BE ADDED AS NEEDED TO ACHIEVE A TOTAL 3-FOOT
THICKNESS, WHICH IS 6 INCHES MORE THAN REQUIRED TO ACCOUNT FOR THICKNESS VARIATIONS BETWEEN PROBE CHECKS.

   EPA RESPONSE:

DURING THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION FIELD WORK, THE COVER WAS PROBED ON A GRID (100 FT X 100 FT).  THE COVER
THICKNESS RANGED FROM 4 TO 24 INCHES WITH AN AVERAGE THICKNESS OF 17 INCHES BASED ON 36 SAMPLES. WE DID NOT
SPECIFY THAT A NEW COVER WAS REQUIRED FOR THE EASTERN PORTION OF THE SITE, BUT ONLY THAT THE FINAL COVER MEET
INDIANA SUBTITLE D CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR A SOLID WASTE LANDFILL. THEREFORE, EPA CONSIDERS THE COMMENTOR'S
PROPOSAL TO BE A TECHNICALLY ACCEPTABLE APPROACH TO COMPLETING THE FINAL COVER ON THE EASTERN PORTION OF THE
SITE.

   COMMENT #26

EXPLORING FOR BURIED DRUMS IS A VERY DIFFICULT PROCESS, INVOLVING BALANCING THE NEED FOR ACCURATE INFORMATION
VERSUS MINIMIZING SITE DISRUPTION DURING THE EXPLORATION PHASE, WHEN EQUIPMENT RESOURCES ARE   LIMITED.  THE
AMOUNT OF INFORMATION GAINED AT THIS SITE WILL MAKE IT DIFFICULT TO OBTAIN AN ACCURATE CONSTRUCTION BID TO
PERFORM THE DRUM EXCAVATION AND HANDLING WORK.  IT WILL BE DIFFICULT TO ESTABLISH A DRUM HANDLING PROTOCOL,
PARTICULARLY A DEMARCATION BETWEEN CRUSHED DRUMS WHICH STAY IN PLACE, AND INTACT DRUMS, CONTAINING LIQUID
WASTE, WHICH MUST BE REMOVED FOR OFF-SITE TREATMENT OR INCINERATION.  THIS ADDITIONAL INFORMATION IS
IMPORTANT AS DRUM EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL REPRESENTS A LARGE PERCENTAGE OF THE ESTIMATED COST TO COMPLETE THE
PROJECT.

WE BELIEVE A MORE SELECTIVE APPROACH SHOULD BE TAKEN WITH A RESPECT TO DRUM EXCAVATION, REALIZING THAT
ISOLATED DRUMS WILL NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON THE RIVER WATER.  THIS SELECTIVE APPROACH WOULD
CONCENTRATE ON EXPLORING FOR SUBSTANTIAL "POCKETS" OF DRUMMED LIQUID WASTE, AND NOT PERFORMING EXTENSIVE
EXCAVATIONS LOOKING FOR A FEW ISOLATED DRUMS.

A PHYSICAL PROBING PROGRAM SHOULD BE DEVELOPED DURING THE DESIGN PHASE BASED ON THE SITE CONDITIONS IT IS
LIKELY THIS PROBING COULD EXTEND AT LEAST FOUR FEET INTO THE WASTE MATERIALS.  EXCAVATION ACROSS THE SITE  
COULD PROCEED IN FOUR FOOT LIFTS WITH THE PROBING PROCEEDING BACKHOE EXCAVATION.  ONCE THE BOTTOM 4-FOOT LIFT
WAS REACHED, FURTHER VERTICAL EXCAVATION WOULD PROCEED ONLY IF METALLIC CONTACT WAS MADE. THIS PROBING WOULD
REDUCE THE CHANCE FOR DRUM RUPTURE BY THE BACKHOE AND REDUCE THE EXTENT OF REQUIRED EXCAVATION.



   EPA RESPONSE:

THE AREAS DELINEATED AS CONTAINING DRUMS AND THE ESTIMATED NUMBER OF DRUMS PRESENT WAS BASED ON THE TEST PIT
DATA.  THE PROCEDURE USED TO ESTIMATE THE NUMBERS OF DRUMS ON-SITE INVOLVED EXTRAPOLATING INFORMATION FROM
SEVERAL PITS OVER AN ENTIRE AREA (SEE APPENDIX B OF THE FS REPORT).  IT IS LIKELY THAT SOME AREAS HAVE
CONCENTRATED NUMBERS OF DRUMS (E.G. THE BARREL PIT AREA), AND A PROBING PROGRAM MAY BE USEFUL IN  
IDENTIFYING THESE AREAS. HOWEVER, PHYSICAL PROBING IS NOT A VIABLE METHOD FOR THIS SITE. THIS IS DUE TO THE
FOLLOWING FACTORS

      *    THE NEED FOR VERY CLOSE PROBING SPACINGS TO ENSURE DRUMS
           WOULD NOT BE MISSED

      *    THE INABILITY OF PHYSICAL PROBING TO DIFFERENTIATE BETWEEN
           CONCRETE AND DRUMS  THIS PARTICULAR SITE HAS CONSTRUCTION RUBBLE
           AND DEBRIS SCATTERED THROUGHOUT THE EXCAVATION AREA.

IT MIGHT BE POSSIBLE TO USE A VERTICAL GRADIENT MAGNETOMETER SURVEY AT CLOSE GRID SPACING (I.E. 10 FEET) TO
IDENTIFY AREAS OF BURIED METAL. THESE AREAS WOULD BE EXCAVATED AND DRUMS REMOVED; METAL WOULD ALSO BE  
REMOVED.  ANOTHER MAGNETOMETER SURVEY WOULD BE CONDUCTED AND AREAS SHOWING ANOMALIES WOULD BE EXCAVATED. 
THIS ITERATIVE PROCESS WOULD OCCUR UNTIL IT WAS DEMONSTRATED THAT NO MAGNETIC ANOMALIES EXIST WITHIN THE
EXCAVATION AREA.

   COMMENT #27:

THE EPA'S FINDINGS INDICATE THERE IS NOT CURRENT HEALTH OR ENVIRONMENTAL HARM RESULTING FROM THE GROUND WATER
DISCHARGE.  WE BELIEVE THAT THE THREAT OF ANY SUCH FUTURE HARM WILL BE REMOVED WHEN THE DRUMS ARE   REMOVED.
FURTHER, THE EPA HAS FOUND THAT AREA A IS PROVIDING THE MAJORITY OF THE CONTAMINANT LOADING TO THE RIVER,
EVEN THOUGH IT IS INSIGNIFICANT (TECHNICAL MEMO NO. 11, TABLE 6A, AND FIGURE 3). THEREFORE, IT IS OUR OPINION
THAT DRUM REMOVAL, SOIL COVER, AND FENCING SATISFY THE REMEDIATION CRITERIA (ARAR) AND NO FURTHER
GROUND-WATER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT IS WARRANTED AT THIS TIME.  IN FACT, CONSTRUCTION OF EPA'S PROPOSED
COLLECTION AND BARRIER TRENCHES WILL ADVERSELY IMPACT THE SITE PHYSICALLY WILL DELAY CONSTRUCTION, AND WILL
REDUCE FUTURE OPTIONS AT THIS SITE.

   EPA RESPONSE:

THE RI FINDINGS INDICATE THERE IS A THREAT TO THE ENVIRONMENT FROM CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER DISCHARGING INTO
THE RIVER. REMOVING THE DRUMS FROM THE SITE MAY REDUCE THIS RISK BUT DOES NOT ELIMINATE THE POTENTIAL  RISK
ASSOCIATED WITH THE CONTAMINATED SOIL REPLACED AFTER EXCAVATION. THEREFORE, COLLECTION OF THE CONTAMINATED
GROUNDWATER WILL BE NECESSARY TO ENSURE PROTECTION OF THE RIVER. GROUNDWATER COLLECTION WOULD HAVE TO
CONTINUE UNTIL IT WAS DEMONSTRATED THAT A "NATURAL"GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE WOULD BE PROTECTIVE OF THE RIVER. 
CONSTRUCTION OF THE COLLECTION TRENCH AND BARRIER WALL WILL NOT ADVERSELY IMPACT THE SITE.  AS A PART OF THE
REMEDIAL ACTION, THE AREA WILL BE REVEGETATED AND THE SLOPES STABILIZED FOR FLOOD PROTECTION. THIS ACTION,
ALTHOUGH ADDING TO THE LENGTH OF TIME FOR CONSTRUCTION, IS REQUIRED TO BE PROTECTIVE OF THE ENVIRONMENT, AND
IN NO WAY REDUCES FUTURE OPTIONS AT THE SITE.

   COMMENT #28:

IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE EFFECT OF CONTAMINANT LOADING REDUCTIONS WHICH WOULD RESULT FROM DRUM REMOVAL, A
SITE-SPECIFIC CONTAMINANT TRANSPORT MODEL WAS USED.  RESULTS OF OUR MODELING EFFORT SHOW THAT ONCE  
CONTAMINANT LOADING IS REDUCED OR ELIMINATED, CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS IN THE AQUIFER WILL ATTENUATE FAIRLY
QUICKLY RATHER THAN BECOME WORSE WITH TIME.

   EPA RESPONSE:

THE CONCLUSION OF THE COMMENTOR'S CONTAMINANT TRANSPORT MODEL IS THAT "ONCE CONTAMINANT LOADING IS REDUCED OR
ELIMINATED, CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS IN THE AQUIFER WILL ATTENUATE FAIRLY QUICKLY". THIS CONCLUSION IS
QUESTIONABLE FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:

   1.   ALTERNATIVE (4C) DOES NOT ELIMINATE THE ENTIRE CONTAMINANT SOURCE
        BY DRUM EXCAVATION AND REMOVAL.  DRUM EXCAVATION ELIMINATES DRUM
        RUPTURE (ASSUMING THAT ALL DRUMS ARE FOUND), REDUCING FURTHER SOIL
        AND GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION.  CONTAMINATED SOIL IS STILL
        REDEPOSITED ON-SITE AND WILL REMAIN A POTENTIAL SOURCE.



   2.   THE USE OF THE MODEL IS QUESTIONABLE DUE TO BOTH THE LACK OF
        EXPLANATION GIVEN FOR SOME CHOSEN ASSUMPTIONS AND THE
        INAPPROPRIATENESS OF SOME ASSUMPTIONS USED IN RUNNING THE MODEL
        THE SPECIFIC PROBLEMS AND QUESTIONS WITH THE USE OF THE MODEL ARE
        AS FOLLOWS:

      *    THE USE OF A CONSTANT AQUIFER THICKNESS OF SEVEN FEET MAY NOT BE
           APPROPRIATE.  THE AQUIFER MATERIAL AND THE SATURATED THICKNESS
           VARIES FROM APPROXIMATELY 5 FEET TO 10 FEET ON THE NORTHERN
           BOUNDARY OF THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE (SEE FIGURE 2,
           TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 7).  BOTH GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE AND
           CONTAMINANT LOADING CALCULATIONS PRESENTED IN THE REMEDIAL
           INVESTIGATION REPORT (TECHNICAL MEMORANDA 7 AND 11) ALLOWED FOR
           THESE VARIATIONS BY CHOOSING INDIVIDUAL SATURATED THICKNESSES
           FOR EACH FLOW TUBE.

      *    THE USE OF A 1.6 PERCENT SOUTH TO NORTH SLOPE CHOSEN FOR BOTH
           THE GROUNDWATER SURFACE AND THE CONFINING LAYER SURFACE IS NOT EXPLAINED.

      *    ATTACHMENT C, PARAGRAPH 2, STATES THAT CHLORIDE AND TCE WERE
           MODELED "USING RANDOMLY DISTRIBUTED CONCENTRATIONS OF EACH
           CONSTITUENT ACROSS THE SITE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING THE REMOVAL OF
           THE CONTAMINANT SOURCE."  ONCE AGAIN, CONTAMINATED SOIL IS NOT
           REMOVED UNDER IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE 4C.  THE MODELER
           DOES NOT STATE THE BASIS FOR ASSUMING THAT THE "RANDOMLY
           DISTRIBUTED CONCENTRATIONS" ARE REPRESENTATIVE OF CONCENTRATIONS
           LEFT IN THE SOIL AFTER DRUM REMOVAL.

      *    ATTACHMENT C DID NOT PROVIDE AN EXPLANATION OR BASIS FOR HOW
           THE FOLLOWING MODEL ASSUMPTIONS WERE ARRIVED AT
           "NUMBER OF PARTICLES".  RETARDATION COEFFICIENT CALCULATIONS ARE
           NOT INCLUDED.   THE ORGANIC CARBON CONTENT AND BULK DENSITY OF
           THE MATERIALS FROM WHICH THE RETARDATION COEFFICIENTS WERE
           CALCULATED ARE NOT INCLUDED.  A RC OF 2.0 FOR TCE IS TOO SMALL
           FOR THE FLOOD PLAIN SOILS OF THE SURFICIAL AQUIFER AT FORT
           WAYNE A LARGER RETARDATION COEFFICIENT FOR TCE WILL CAUSE AN
           EVEN LONGER ATTENUATION THAN 100 YEARS.

           INITIAL AVERAGE AREAL CONCENTRATION FOR CHLORIDE AND TCE
           DISPERSIVITY:  CURRENT MODELING TECHNIQUES ALMOST
           UNIVERSALLY MAKE TRANSVERSE DISPERSIVITY 1/20 OF
           LONGITUDINAL DISPERSIVITY.  A TRANSVERSE DISPERSIVITY OF
           17 IS TOO LARGE COMPARED TO THE LONGITUDINAL DISPERSIVITY
           GIVEN OF 37 FEET.  A SMALLER TRANSVERSE DISPERSIVITY WILL
           INCREASE ATTENUATION TIME GREATLY.  THE SOURCE OR
           EXPLANATION FOR BOTH OF THESE NUMBERS IS NOT GIVEN
           "UNIFORMLY RANDOM BUT AVERAGE VALUE" FOR INITIAL VERTICALLY
           MIXED CONCENTRATIONS" FOR CHLORIDE AND TCE.
           LINEAR EQUILIBRIUM ISOTHERM ADSORPTION FOR TCE.

    COMMENT #29:

WE RECOGNIZE AND APPRECIATE THE GOAL OF ACHIEVING A "WALKAWAY" REMEDIATION.  BECAUSE OF THE PROPOSED SOIL
COVER AND DRUM REMOVAL OPERATION, WE BELIEVE THAT THIS GOAL WILL BE ACHIEVED AT THIS SITE, WITHOUT THE NEED
FOR GROUND WATER COLLECTION AND BARRIER SYSTEM.  AT WORST, SHOULD SUBSEQUENT MONITORING SHOW THAT THESE
GROUNDWATER SYSTEMS ARE REQUIRED, THEY COULD THEN BE INSTALLED, RESULTING IN A PHASED APPROACH.  THIS PHASED
APPROACH OF ADDRESSING GROUND WATER AFTER CONTAMINANT SOURCE REMOVAL HAS BEEN STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE ON
CERCLA SITES, SUCH AS CONSERVATION CHEMICAL OF ILLINOIS, CAM-OR, AND SEYMOUR, TO NAME A FEW LOCAL EXAMPLES.

   EPA RESPONSE:

THE SOIL COVER AND DRUM REMOVAL WILL NOT BE PROTECTIVE OF THE ENVIRONMENT WITHOUT THE GROUNDWATER-COLLECTION
SYSTEM.  IF AFTER AN INTERIM PERIOD OF COLLECTION AND TREATMENT GROUNDWATER MEETS DISCHARGE CRITERIA THEN A



MONITORING OF THE COLLECTED GROUNDWATER WOULD BE ACCEPTABLE.  THE PHASED APPROACH IMPLEMENTED AT THE SEYMOUR
SITE RESULTED FROM A NEED TO PERFORM AN EMERGENCY REMOVAL ACTION TO   ELIMINATE THE DIRECT CONTACT THREAT AT
THE SITE.  THE SOIL WAS REMOVED OVER 75 PERCENT OF THE SITE TO 1 FOOT DEPTH.  FIFTY-FIVE THOUSAND DRUMS AND
1,000 BULK TANKS WERE ALSO REMOVED.  THE EXTRACTION WELLS WERE   INSTALLED TO CLEAN UP AND CONTROL
GROUNDWATER UNTIL FURTHER ACTION COULD BE TAKEN.

OBVIOUSLY, THE OBJECTIVE OF THIS PHASED APPROACH WAS TO ADDRESS THE MORE SERIOUS RISKS POSED BY THE SITE
WHILE AN INVESTIGATION OF THE LONG-TERM RISKS WAS CONDUCTED.  THE RI AT THE FORT WAYNE REDUCTION SITE
IDENTIFIED ALL OF THE RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE BASED ON THE INFORMATION AVAILABLE. THE FS SUBSEQUENTLY
IDENTIFIED THE WAYS IN WHICH THOSE RISKS COULD BE ADDRESSED. THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 4C CONTAINS ONLY THOSE
COMPONENTS NECESSARY TO COMPLY WITH SARA AND ENSURE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.
IMPLEMENTING ANYTHING LESS THAN ALTERNATIVE 4C WOULD COMPROMISE THE PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 4C PROVIDES TO
HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  FOR THESE REASONS, EPA BELIEVES A PHASED APPROACH OF THE REMEDY IS NOT
APPROPRIATE FOR THIS SITE.

   COMMENT #30:

ALTHOUGH NOT REQUIRED BY THE RISK ASSESSMENT AND THE ARAR'S PRESENTED IN THE FS REPORT, WE DO BELIEVE IT
WOULD BE ADVISABLE DURING EXCAVATION AND DRUM REMOVAL IN AREA A TO CONSTRUCT A SUMP(S) AND PUMP OFF THE MORE
CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER.  THIS WILL SIGNIFICANTLY HAS TEN THE ATTENUATION PROCESS.  WE ESTIMATE ABOUT
50,000 GALLONS CAN BE EFFECTIVELY WITH DRAWN DURING THE CONSTRUCTION PROCESS.  FURTHER GROUND WATER
COLLECTION IS NOT WARRANTED AT THIS TIME.

   EPA RESPONSE:

ALTERNATIVE 4C DOES NOT CALL FOR ANY EXCAVATION BELOW THE WATER TABLE AND GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION SHOULD NOT
BE NECESSARY.  IT HAS NOT BEEN DEMONSTRATED THAT A 50,000 GALLON GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION WELL WILL CLEAN UP
ALL CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER AT THE SITE, OR HOW THE ONETIME EXTRACTION OF GROUNDWATER IN THE EXCAVATED
REGION WILL CLEANUP THE FUTURE RELEASES BY REPLACED CONTAMINATED SOIL.

   COMMENT #31:

IN ORDER TO CONSTRUCT A SLURRY WALL AND INTERCEPTOR TRENCH ALONG THE NORTHERN BOUNDARY OF THE SITE, ALONG THE
FLOOD PLAIN, IT WILL BE NECESSARY TO CONSTRUCT A LEVEL BERM, AT LEAST TWENTY FEET WIDE TO FACILITATE
CONSTRUCTION.  THE SLURRY WALL CONSTRUCTION PROCEDURE RECOMMENDED IN THE FS INCLUDES BULLDOZER MIXING OF THE
SLURRY.  THIS REQUIRES A MINIMUM HORIZONTAL BERM WIDTH, ALONGSIDE THE TRENCH, OF 25 FEET, AND PREFERABLY 50
FEET.  THIS WILL REQUIRE EITHER SUBSTANTIAL FILLING OF THE FLOOD PLAIN AND/OR REMOVAL OF THE TREES ALONG THE
RIVER BANK.  ALSO, THIS WILL IMPACT THE EXISTING WETLANDS AS SHOWN IN ATTACHMENT D.  REMOVAL OF THOSE TREES
WOULD SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE THE CAPACITY OF THE SITE TO WITHSTAND FLOODING AND WOULD PROMOTE EROSION OF THE
SITE.  NOTE THAT DURING THE 1982 FLOOD, ALMOST THE ENTIRE SITE WAS UNDERWATER.

THE SLURRY TRENCH AND INTERCEPTOR TRENCHES MUST EXTEND THROUGH WASTE. THE OBSERVED CHARACTER OF WASTE AT THIS
SITE CAN MAKE EXCAVATION VERY DIFFICULT AND THE VARIABLE POROSITY AND PORE SIZE MAY MAKE IT IMPOSSIBLE TO
DEVELOP THE REQUIRED FILTER CAKE FOR SLURRY WALL CONSTRUCTION.  IN ADDITION, CONSTRUCTING THE SLURRY WALL
WOULD PRECLUDE RECHARGE FROM THE RIVER.  THIS RECHARGE FROM THE RIVER HAS THE BENEFICIAL EFFECT OF "FLUSHING"
THE SOILS BETWEEN THE TRENCH AND THE RIVER.

   EPA RESPONSE

IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY, IT WAS ASSUMED THAT A 30 FOOT WIDE, LEVEL ALIGNMENT WOULD BE NECESSARY FOR SLURRY
WALL CONSTRUCTION. SOME CUT AND FILL CONSTRUCTION WILL BE NEEDED TO PREPARE THE SITE, ESPECIALLY JUST NORTH
OF THE FORMER BARREL PIT AREA.  HOWEVER, THE OVERLAP QUANTITIES FOR REGRADING ARE NOT ESTIMATED TO BE
"SUBSTANTIAL" (1100 CY ESTIMATED). TREES WILL BE REMOVED AND TREE ROOTS GRUBBED TO ALLOW THE TRENCH TO BE
INSTALLED.  IMPACTS TO THE WETLANDS WILL BE MINIMIZED USING EROSION CONTROLS AND SCHEDULING CONSTRUCTION AT
LOW FLOOD FREQUENCY TIME PERIODS (SEE "FLOOD CONTROL AND WETLANDS", CHAPTER 4 OF FS REPORT).  TREES WILL BE
REMOVED ONLY ALONG THE SLURRY WALL PATH, NOT BETWEEN THE SLURRY WALL AND THE RIVER.  THE REMAINING TREES WILL
PROVIDE EROSION STABILITY ALONG THE RIVER BANK.  FOLLOWING CONSTRUCTION (ESTIMATED TO TAKE 2 TO 4 MONTHS),
THE AREA WILL BE IMMEDIATELY REVEGETATED AND STABILIZED WITH POLYPROPYLENE MATTING.  CONSTRUCTION COULD BE
STAGED SO THAT ALL WORK IN A GIVEN AREA IS COMPLETED AND THE AREA RESEEDED BEFORE PROGRESSIVE GRADING AND
TRENCHING.

NEITHER THE SLURRY TRENCH OR GROUNDWATER COLLECTION TRENCH WILL BE PLACED THROUGH AREAS OF WASTE.



THE PRIMARY PURPOSE OF THE SLURRY WALL IS TO PREVENT RECHARGE FROM THE RIVER AND ANY DILUTION EFFECT RIVER
RECHARGE MAY HAVE ON THE COLLECTED GROUNDWATER, AS DILUTION IS NOT CONSIDERED AN ACCEPTABLE FORM OF  
TREATMENT.

   COMMENTS #32:

THE PROPOSED INTERCEPTOR TRENCH CONSTRUCTION PROCEDURE UTILIZING A BIODEGRADABLE SLURRY IS VERY NEW
TECHNOLOGY.  INSUFFICIENT DATA IS PRESENTED TO JUDGE ITS FEASIBILITY, PARTICULARLY SINCE IT WILL EXTEND  
THROUGH WASTE.  A SIGNIFICANT CONCERN IS THAT OBSTRUCTIONS IN THE WASTE WILL LIKELY BE ENCOUNTERED SUCH AS
DRUM, TIMBER, AND RUBBLE WHICH WERE PREVALENT IN THE TEST PIT EXCAVATIONS.  SLURRY TRENCHING PROCEDURES  
CANNOT EFFECTIVELY PENETRATE SUCH OBSTRUCTIONS AND TYPICAL STANDARD OPEN HOLE EXCAVATION TECHNIQUES MUST BE
UTILIZED TO REMOVE THE OBSTRUCTIONS. CONSIDERING AN AVERAGE DEPTH OF EXCAVATION OF 15 TO 20 FEET AND 1:1 SIDE
SLOPES FOR OSHA TRENCH SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS, THE TOP WIDTH OF SUCH AN EXCAVATION WOULD BE AT LEAST 30 FEET
WIDE.  CONSIDERING THE STEEP SLOPES AND WOODED VEGETATION ALONG THE TRENCH ALIGNMENTS, SUCH AN EXCAVATION
WOULD BE VERY DIFFICULT AND DISRUPTIVE.

   EPA RESPONSE:

USE OF A BIODEGRADABLE SLURRY TRENCH WAS PROPOSED FOR INSTALLING THE GROUNDWATER COLLECTION TRENCHES BECAUSE
NO DEWATERING OR SHORING COSTS ARE INCURRED AND PERSONNEL DO NOT HAVE TO ENTER THE TRENCH THIS METHOD WAS
USED SUCCESSFULLY IN CALIFORNIA TO CONTAIN A DIESEL FUEL SPILL; THE COLLECTION TRENCH WAS PLACED TO A DEPTH
OF 50 FEET.  ADDITIONAL TESTING IS NEEDED AT THIS SITE DURING THE REMEDIAL DESIGN PHASE TO ENSURE
COMPATIBILITY BETWEEN THE SLURRY AND THE WASTE STREAM.  IF AN ADEQUATE SLURRY CANNOT BE DESIGNED, THEN A MORE
CONVENTIONAL TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION (E.G. SHORING OR TRENCH BOX) WOULD BE NEEDED.

   COMMENT #33:

IF GROUND WATER PURGING WERE NECESSARY WE WOULD AGREE THAT EITHER AN INTERCEPTOR TRENCH OR WELL POINTS WOULD
BE THE DESIGN OF CHOICE HOWEVER, EITHER SYSTEM WOULD PROVIDE A SUFFICIENT CUTOFF AND A BARRIER WALL WOULD NOT
BE NECESSARY.  OUR CALCULATIONS, PRESENTED IN ATTACHMENT B, INDICATE A RADIUS OF INFLUENCE OF ABOUT 50 FEET
FOR THE TRENCH AND THIS THE AMOUNT OF RECHARGE FROM THE RIVER COULD BE REDUCED AS DESIRED,   BY MOVING THE
WALL AWAY FROM THE RIVER.

CONSIDERING SITE-SPECIFIC CONSTRAINTS ON TRENCH CONSTRUCTION, WE BELIEVE WELL POINTS ARE MORE APPROPRIATE AT
THIS SITE.  SUCH WELLS CAN BE LOCATED TO PUMP FROM SPECIFIC AREAS AND CAN BE LOCATED FAR ENOUGH FROM   THE
RIVER TO REDUCE ITS RECHARGE IMPACT.  IN FACT, BY SUITABLE WELL LOCATION, RECHARGE FROM THE RIVER MAY BE
ENCOURAGED FOR ITS BENEFICIAL "FLUSHING" IMPACT.

THE HYDROGEOLOGIC CONDITIONS ARE CONDUCIVE TO WELL POINT CONSTRUCTION SINCE THE UPPER SOILS ARE PERMEABLE AND
THE GROUND WATER LEVEL IS LESS THAN 25 FEET DEEP.  IT IS TRUE, AS THE EPA STATES, THAT THE AMOUNT OF   WATER
PUMPED WILL BE LIMITED BY THE SATURATED THICKNESS OF THE AQUIFER HOWEVER, THE SATURATED THICKNESS AT THIS
SITE IS WELL WITHIN STANDARD OPERATING WELL POINT RANGE.  CALCULATIONS PRESENTED IN ATTACHMENT B INDICATE AN
EXPECTED PUMPING RATE OF 0.008 GPM PER LINEAL FOOT OF PUMPING WHICH IS VERY SIMILAR TO THE PROPOSED TRENCH. 
WELL POINT CONSTRUCTION IS FAR LESS DISRUPTIVE THAN THE PROPOSED INTERCEPTOR TRENCH CONSTRUCTION.  IT WILL
NOT REQUIRE FILLING THE FLOOD PLAIN, DESTRUCTION OF THE WOODED BANK AND WETLANDS, AND WILL ALLOW PUMPING NOT
ONLY ALONG THE BANK, BUT ALSO FROM SUSPECTED CENTERS OF CONTAMINATION.

WHILE WE DO NOT BELIEVE SUCH A GROUND WATER PUMP AND TREAT PROGRAM IS NECESSARY, THE TRENCH AND WELL POINT
OPTIONS REMAIN VIABLE SHOULD FUTURE CONDITIONS WARRANT.

   EPA RESPONSE:

THE COMMENT STATES THAT A 50 FEET RADIUS OF INFLUENCE WAS CALCULATED FOR THE COLLECTION TRENCH AND THE AMOUNT
OF RECHARGE FROM THE RIVER COULD BE REDUCED, AS DESIRED, BY MOVING THE WALL AWAY FROM THE RIVER AND THAT A
BARRIER WALL WOULD NOT BE NECESSARY. ALTHOUGH THE COMMENTOR'S STATEMENT IS GENERALLY TRUE, THE STATEMENT DOES
NOT TAKE INTO ACCOUNT SEVERAL SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS; SUCH AS THE MINIMUM AMOUNT OF ROOM IN WHICH TO MOVE
THE TRENCH AWAY FROM THE RIVER IN THE VICINITY NORTH OF MONITORING WELL CH04; OR THE PROBABLE EXISTENCE OF
HIGHER PERMEABILITY "SAND STRINGERS" NEXT TO THE RIVER, ACTING AS PREFERRED PATHWAYS FOR INCREASED RIVER
RECHARGE INTO THE TRENCH.

ALTHOUGH THE USE OF WELL POINTS MAY BE FEASIBLE (IF APPROPRIATELY FIELD DEMONSTRATED) FOR USE AT THE SITE,
THE USE OF WELL POINTS WAS NOT CONSIDERED IN CALCULATIONS AND COST ESTIMATES IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR THE
GROUNDWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:



   1.   A MAXIMUM INDIVIDUAL WELL POINT YIELD RANGING FROM 0.04 TO 0.34 GPM
        WAS CALCULATED ASSUMING A SATURATED AQUIFER THICKNESS OF 10 FEET,
        100 PERCENT EFFICIENCY WHICH MEANS A DRAWDOWN AT THE WELL OF
        6.7 FEET, A RANGE OF HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY OF 1 X 10-3 TO 1 X
        10 - 4 CM/SEC, AND AN EFFECTIVE WELL POINT RADIUS OF 0.5 FEET. IT
        WAS ALSO ASSUMED THAT STEADY-STATE CONDITIONS WERE REACHED AFTER 1
        YEAR OF PUMPING.  THE AMOUNT YIELDED BY AN INDIVIDUAL WELL IS VERY
        SMALL GIVEN THE ABOVE-NAMED ASSUMPTIONS OF THESE ASSUMPTIONS, SITE
        SPECIFIC CONDITIONS MAY YIELD AN EVEN SMALLER PUMPED VOLUME PER
        MINUTE FROM EACH INDIVIDUAL WELL POINT:

      *    SATURATED THICKNESS, AT THE TIME OF THE INVESTIGATION, VARIES
           FROM ABOUT 5 TO 10 FEET.  SEASONAL VARIATIONS MAY DECREASE
           SATURATED THICKNESS, AND THEREFORE WELL YIELD, TO AN EVEN
           LOWER VALUE.  EVENTUALLY THE AQUIFER MAY "DRY UP" DURING SOME
           SEASONALLY LOW RECHARGE PERIODS.  OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE IS
           HIGH FOR A SYSTEM THAT IS PERIODICALLY "SUCKING AIR."  AS A
           RESULT INCREASED OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS AND
           PERFORMANCE PROBLEMS MAY BE ENCOUNTERED.

      *    THE RADIUS OF INFLUENCE CANNOT BE ACCURATELY CALCULATED FOR
           SUCH A DYNAMIC SYSTEM.  BECAUSE CONTAMINANT SOURCE MATERIAL
           REMAINS, CAPTURE OF ALL CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER BEFORE IT
           REACHES THE RIVER MUST BE ASSURED.

FOR THESE REASONS, IT WAS DETERMINED THAT A COLLECTION TRENCH WOULD BE A MORE "ROBUST" OR CERTAIN AND
DEPENDABLE METHOD OF INTERCEPTING AND COLLECTING ALL CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER THAT IS BEING GENERATED AT THE
FORT WAYNE SITE.

   COMMENT #34:

A SIGNIFICANT ADVANTAGE OF PROCEEDING WITH INITIAL CONSTRUCTION, WITHOUT THE GROUND WATER COLLECTION AND
BARRIER SYSTEMS, IS THAT ONLY MINIMAL CONSTRUCTION WILL THEN BE REQUIRED WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN. THIS WILL 
REDUCE, AND POSSIBLE ELIMINATE, THE VERY TIME CONSUMING CORP OF ENGINEER PERMITTING PROCESS.

THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS PERMIT PROCESS WILL REQUIRE REVIEW OF FINAL DESIGN DRAWINGS, WILL LIKELY INVOLVE THEIR
INPUT INTO DESIGN MODIFICATIONS, RESULTING IN REDESIGN.  THIS COULD EASILY DELAY THE PROJECT BY TWELVE MONTHS
OR MORE.

   EPA RESPONSE:

AS PREVIOUSLY STATED, THE RI.FINDINGS INDICATE THAT A RELEASE OF CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER ABOVE THE ARAR
(ACUTE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS FOR THE PROTECTION OF AQUATIC LIFE) IS OCCURRING.  THEREFORE, THE COLLECTION
OF GROUNDWATER ON THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE SITE IS NECESSARY TO MITIGATE THE RELEASE.  THE OPTIMUM LOCATION
FOR THE GROUNDWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM IS DOWNGRADIENT OF THE WASTE AREA AND SUBSEQUENTLY CONSTRUCTION WITHIN
THE FLOODPLAIN CANNOT BE AVOIDED.  AS CONSTRUCTION WITHIN THE FLOODPLAIN IS CONSIDERED PART OF THE ON-SITE
REMEDIAL ACTION FOR THIS SITE, SECTION 121(E)(1) OF SARA WOULD APPLY. THIS PROVISION SPECIFICALLY STATES
THAT:  "NO FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL PERMIT SHALL BE REQUIRED FOR THE PORTION OF ANY REMOVAL OR REMEDIAL ACTION
CONDUCTED ENTIRELY ON-SITE, WHERE SUCH REMEDIAL ACTION IS SELECTED AND CARRIED OUT INCOMPLIANCE WITH THIS
SECTION."

ALTHOUGH OBTAINING A PERMIT WOULD NOT BE REQUIRED, COMPLIANCE WITH THE SUBSTANTIVE PORTIONS OF A "PERMIT" IS
REQUIRED.  THEREFORE, CONSULTATION WITH THOSE FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES RESPONSIBLE FOR REVIEWING PLANS
INVOLVING CONSTRUCTION WITHIN A FLOODPLAIN IS ALSO UNAVOIDABLE.

   COMMENT #35:

IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT THE RESIDUAL GROUND WATER MIGRATION TO THE RIVER WILL BE NATURALLY AIR STRIPPED
ONCE IT ENTERS THE RIVER.  THIS WILL REMOVE THE VOLATILE ORGANICS AS DEMONSTRATED BY THE EPA RIVER SEDIMENT
SAMPLING WHICH SHOW LITTLE OR NO VOLATILE CONTAMINATION FROM PAST SEEPAGE.  THUS, WITH RESPECT TO THE
VOLATILE ORGANICS, THE NATURAL FLOW REGIME ACCOMPLISHES THE SAME PURPOSE AS THE COLLECTION AND TREATMENT
SYSTEM.



   EPA RESPONSE:

THE "NATURAL FLOW REGIME" IS CONSIDERED A FORM OF DILUTION.  ALTHOUGH STATE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS ALLOW FOR
USE OF A MIXING ZONE WHEN ASSESSING CHRONIC IMPACTS OF A DISCHARGE, THUS SOME DILUTION IS CONSIDERED
ACCEPTABLE, THEY DO NOT ALLOW USE OF A MIXING ZONE WHEN ASSESSING ACUTE IMPACTS. EVEN THOUGH RIVER QUALITY IS
NOT PROJECTED TO EXCEED THE CHRONIC WATER QUALITY STANDARDS OUTSIDE THE MIXING ZONE, THE GROUNDWATER AND
GROUNDWATER SEEPS ENTERING THE MIXING ZONE ARE EXCEEDING THE ACUTE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS FOR THE PROTECTION
OF AQUATIC ORGANISMS.  THEREFORE, GROUNDWATER COLLECTION IS NECESSARY TO MITIGATE THIS PROBLEM.

REGULATORY ISSUES

   COMMENT #36:

I WOULD LIKE A COPY OF HOW MUCH MONEY THE EPA COLLECTS FROM THE OWNERS OF THE LANDFILL AND GENERATORS OF THE
WASTE.  IF THE OWNERS OF THE PROPERTY DO NOT HAVE TO PAY FOR THE CLEANUP THEN THEY SHOULD BE DENIED   PERMITS
TO OPERATE AND EXPAND LANDFILLS AND DUMPS.

   EPA RESPONSE:

EPA IS CURRENTLY NEGOTIATING WITH THE PRPS ON THE COSTS INCURRED AS A RESULT OF PAST RESPONSE ACTIVITIES AT
THE SITE (E.G. RI/FS) AND PERFORMANCE OF THE SITE CLEANUP. AS NEGOTIATIONS ARE NOT FINISHED, A COPY OF HOW
MUCH MONEY EPA COLLECTS FROM THE PRPS IS UNAVAILABLE AT THIS TIME.  WHEN NEGOTIATIONS ARE COMPLETED, EPA WILL
EITHER HAVE A SETTLEMENT WITH THE PRPS, WILL ISSUE AN ORDER COMPELLING CLEANUP, OR WILL PROCEED WITH THE
CLEANUP USING SUPERFUND DOLLARS. IF A SETTLEMENT IS REACHED WITH THE PRPS, EPA AND ONE OR MORE OF THE PRPS
WILL SIGN A CONSENT DECREE.  THE CONSENT DECREE WILL DEFINE THE TERMS OF THE SETTLEMENT (E.G. HOW MUCH MONEY
EPA WILL COLLECT ON PAST COSTS?  WILL THE PRPS PERFORM AND PAY FOR THE SITE CLEANUP?). PRIOR TO FILING THE
CONSENT DECREE IN COURT, EPA WILL PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE CONSENT DECREE.  AT THIS
TIME, NO INFORMATION WOULD BE AVAILABLE ON THE AMOUNT OF MONEY EPA COLLECTS FROM THE PRPS. IF EPA HAD TO
PERFORM THE SITE CLEANUP WITH SUPERFUND DOLLARS, EPA COULD PURSUE A COST RECOVERY ACTION IN COURT AGAINST THE
PRPS. THE OUTCOME OF THE COST RECOVERY ACTION WOULD DETERMINE THE AMOUNT OF MONEY EPA WOULD COLLECT FROM THE
PRPS.

AS POINTED OUT ABOVE, EPA IS CURRENTLY NEGOTIATING WITH THE PRPS TO PERFORM THE CLEANUP AT THE SITE. EPA MAY
OR MAY NOT REACH A SETTLEMENT WITH THE PRPS. EPA DOES NOT CURRENTLY POSSESS THE LEGAL AUTHORITY TO   DENY ANY
OF THE PRPS A PERMIT TO OPERATE AND/OR EXPAND ANOTHER LANDFILL BASED ON THEIR WILLINGNESS TO PERFORM THE SITE
CLEANUP.

   COMMENT #37:.

DUE TO ECONOMICS, A PARTIAL CLEANUP WILL ALLOW THE "CLEANUP" OF ADDITIONAL SITES, BUT THEN THE FORT WAYNE
REDUCTION SITE WILL CONTINUE TO CONTAMINATE THE ENVIRONMENT. IT SEEMS REASONABLE TO EXPECT THAT ONCE A
SUPERFUND SITE IS CLEANED UP (EVEN IF PARTIALLY), IT WILL BE A LONG TIME BEFORE THE EPA WILL CONSIDER THIS
SITE FOR A SUBSEQUENT CLEANUP.

   EPA RESPONSE:

ALTHOUGH EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WILL LEAVE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS AT THE SITE, IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
VARIOUS COMPONENTS IN EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WILL REDUCE CONTAMINANT EXPOSURE TO LEVELS PROTECTIVE OF 
HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT. AS A RESULT, EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE ACHIEVES THE LEVEL OF PROTECTION
INTENDED FOR A FINAL CLEANUP.  TO ENSURE EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REMAINS PROTECTIVE OF   HUMAN HEALTH AND
THE ENVIRONMENT, EPA IS COMMITTED TO MEETING THE FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS OF SARA SECTION 121 (B)(2)(C):

      *    THE AGENCY SHALL REVIEW THE REMEDIAL ACTION NO LESS OFTEN THAN
           EACH 5 YEARS AFTER THE INITIATION OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION TO
           ASSURE THAT HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT ARE BEING PROTECTED
           BY THE REMEDIAL ACTION BEING IMPLEMENTED.

      *    IN ADDITION IF UPON REVIEW, IT IS THE JUDGMENT OF THE AGENCY
           THAT FURTHER ACTION IS APPROPRIATE, THE AGENCY SHALL TAKE OR
           REQUIRE SUCH ACTION.

   COMMENT #38:



IT IS OUR UNDERSTANDING THAT THE OWNERS OF THE LANDFILL ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CLEANUP.  IF THIS IS NOT THE
CASE PLEASE LET US KNOW. IF THEY ARE INDEED RESPONSIBLE, WE FEEL THAT NO PERMITS SHOULD BE GIVEN FOR THEM TO
CONTINUE OPERATION AT ANY SITE THEY OWN UNTIL THIS ONE IS CLEANED UP COMPLETELY.

   EPA RESPONSE:

AS SPECIFIED BY SECTION 107 (A) OF CERCLA, NOT ONLY OWNERS BUT ALSO OPERATORS, GENERATORS AND TRANSPORTERS
CAN BE HELD LIABLE FOR THE CLEANUP COSTS AT A SITE.

AS STATED PREVIOUSLY, EPA IS CURRENTLY NEGOTIATING WITH THE PRPS TO PERFORM THE CLEANUP AT THE SITE. EPA MAY
OR MAY NOT REACH A SETTLEMENT WITH THE PRPS. EPA DOES NOT CURRENTLY POSSESS THE LEGAL AUTHORITY TO   DENY ANY
OF THE PRPS A PERMIT TO OPERATE AND/OR EXPAND ANOTHER LANDFILL BASED ON THEIR WILLINGNESS TO PERFORM THE SITE
CLEANUP.


